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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this study was to identify the processes and effectiveness of performance 
appraisal for professional hall directors in large residence hall systems as viewed by hall 
directors and their supervisors. The study identified the significant differences that exist 
between the perceptions of hall directors and their supervisors concerning the practices and 
overall effectiveness of the appraisal process. Competencies associated with being an 
effective hall director also were identified. 
The sample was comprised of 54 universities with residence systems housing 4001 or 
more residents that employ professional hall directors and were members of ACUHO-I. Iowa 
State University residence life employees were not included in the data collection because 
they were represented in the focus groups and pilot study. Forty-eight of the 53 institutions 
(90.6%) provided usable data sets. A total of 754 hall directors and hall director supervisors 
were invited to complete the research instrument. Of the sample, 586 of the total were hall 
directors (77.7%) and 168 were hall director supervisors (22.3%). A total of 358 of the 586 
hall directors (61.1% response rate) and 108 of 168 hall director supervisors (64.3% response 
rate) responded to the questionnaire. 
A four-part instrument was designed using a literature review, Delphi Technique, and two 
focus groups and distributed to the population. Part I of the instrument included 49 
competencies that respondents were asked to rate on a 5-point scale from essential to not 
necessary. Part II identified current institutional practices for performance appraisal. 
Respondents indicated yes, no, or don't know for the institutional practices. Part III included 
64 statements of recommended performance appraisal practices. Respondents were asked to 
indicate levels of agreement on the presence of each practice at their respective institution. 
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Anchors for the 5-point scale were strongly agree to strongly disagree. Part IV provided 
demographic information used for analysis. 
SPSS version 10 was used for all quantitative data analyses. Descriptive statistics, 
including means, standard deviations, and frequencies were generated. Inferential statistics to 
test the hypotheses were employed. Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used 
to compare means of several dependent variables within the same model across levels of 
categorical main effects. Correlation analysis was used to determine which demographic 
variables contributed to type, conditions, and effectiveness of appraisal practices. The level 
of significance applied was .05. 
Nine competency factors were identified: Self-Management, Strategic Planning, Human 
Resource Management, Student Development, Counseling and Intervention, Global 
Knowledge and Inclusiveness, Operations Management, Communication, and Group Skills. 
Hall directors and supervisors rated these competency factors differently based on four 
predictor variables: role in process, gender, ethnicity, and the interaction of role and gender. 
Factor analysis of the 63 performance appraisal practices resulted in nine interprétable 
performance appraisal practice factors: Communication Exchange, Performance Feedback, 
Position Description and Responsibilities, Developmental Strategies, Hall Director 
Involvement, Outcomes and Decisions, Evaluator Traits, Developmental Priorities, and 
Direct Report Involvement. Hall directors and supervisors rated the performance appraisal 
practice factors differently based on three predictor variables: role in process, interaction of 
role and gender, and interaction of gender and education. 
Practitioners can use the study to enhance the development of competencies and the 
practice of performance appraisal associated with being an effective professional hall 
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director. The competency factors can be used as a basis for updating position descriptions 
and performance expectations. Areas of competency identified in the study and their relative 
importance can assist in defining what is most important for current and future professional 
success and strategies to achieve that success. 
The factors identified for performance appraisal practice can be used to assist hall 
directors in mastering the competencies. Hall directors indicated they are "neutral" regarding 
the statement, "At my institution, overall, performance appraisal practice is effective." Hall 
director supervisors rated the statement higher than did hall directors. A comprehensive and 
inclusive performance appraisal practice designed to develop professional competencies is 
needed to create higher levels of agreement for this statement for both hall directors and hall 
director supervisors. 
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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
Performance appraisal is believed to be essential to effective staffing practices in student 
affairs, yet the process receives inadequate attention and in many cases, is quite harmful to 
the organization and staff members (Creamer & Winston, 1999). Professionals who devote 
themselves to the development and education of students should devote similar attention to 
the development and education of their staffs. Within this context, it would be important to 
know what professionals could do to improve the performance appraisal process (Niles & 
Patrick, 1988). 
A panel of former student affairs executive officers now working in faculty positions 
asserts that their faculty appraisal processes are far more comprehensive and effective than 
their experiences as student services professionals (Andreas, Creamer, Thomas, & Winston, 
1994). Their faculty appraisal experiences involved faculty members, students, peers, and 
supervisor's contributions. This difference in appraisal effectiveness creates a significant 
problem for panel members with real and perceived accountability in fulfilling job 
expectations and requirements. Dr. Rosalind Andreas, Associate Dean of the College of 
Education and Social Services at the University of Vermont and panel member, concurred 
with the statement that her faculty review process incorporates evaluative information from a 
number of sources and has a significantly stronger basis than her student services evaluations. 
One trend is clear from the panel's point of view and a review of the literature, faculty 
review is studied and published widely. Over 750 articles are available concerning faculty 
evaluation and appraisal processes. Faculty review is defined clearly in relation to 
expectations and outcomes and there exist many established standards by which to judge 
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performance. Credit hours, research grants, publications, student evaluations, peer 
evaluations, and other criteria are used to identify performance levels (Seldin, 1984). 
To address the aforementioned inconsistencies, it is apparent that student services 
performance appraisal practices would benefit from a systematic and comprehensive 
approach. Within student services, the hall director position provides a unique opportunity to 
review performance appraisal practices. 
Residence hall directors typically live in the environment in which they work and provide 
leadership in a variety of areas: administrative services; programmatic issues that are 
educational, social, and cultural in nature; living-learning communities; and physical 
facilities repair. They essentially are on-call 24 hours each day. Residence hall positions are 
vastly different from other student services staff whose jobs are 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. in 
nature. Hall directors are the individuals who provide direct, day-to-day leadership in the 
provision of the living-learning environment. The performance appraisal processes for this 
position should not mirror positions vastly different in scope and nature. Unfortunately, it 
appears that this often is the case. 
Current performance appraisal practices for hall directors do not address the unique 
characteristics of the position. The collection of information and the format by which that 
information is quantified provides an inadequate performance appraisal based on the 
experiences shared by the panel (Andreas et al., 1994) and described in the literature. A 
systematic and comprehensive evaluation process for hall directors working in large housing 
systems needs to be established to ensure the development of a knowledgeable and efficient 
professional staff. 
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Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to identify the processes and effectiveness of performance 
appraisal for professional hall directors in large residence hall systems as viewed by hall 
directors and their supervisors. The study identified the significant differences that exist 
between the perceptions of hall directors and their supervisors concerning the practices and 
overall effectiveness of the appraisal process. Competencies associated with being an 
effective hall director also were identified. 
Objectives 
This research focused on the following objectives: 
1. Identify competencies associated with being an effective hall director that should 
serve as a basis for performance appraisal. 
2. Conduct an examination of performance appraisal practices employed for professional 
residence hall directors at Association of College and University Housing Officers-
International (ACUHO-I) member colleges and universities with housing capacities of 
4001 or more residents. 
3. Identify differences in perceived performance appraisal practices and overall appraisal 
effectiveness between professional hall directors and the supervisory individuals 
responsible for hall director performance appraisal. 
4. Identify areas of strength and weakness in hall director performance appraisal 
processes. 
5. Identify differences in perceived performance appraisal practices and overall appraisal 
effectiveness based on the following characteristics of professional hall directors and 
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the supervisory individuals responsible for the hall director performance appraisal: 
gender, ethnicity, years of experience, and education. 
Hypotheses 
1. Hall directors and the supervisors responsible for hall director performance appraisal 
rate competencies associated with being an effective hall director differently. 
2. Gender, ethnicity, years of experience, and education are related to the importance 
ratings of hall directors and the supervisors responsible for the hall director 
performance appraisal for the competencies associated with being an effective hall 
director. 
3. Hall directors and the supervisors responsible for the hall director performance 
appraisal hold different perceptions about the practices in the hall director 
performance appraisal process. 
4. Gender, ethnicity, years of experience, and education are related to the perceptions 
held by hall directors and the supervisors responsible for the hall director performance 
appraisal about the practices of hall director performance appraisal. 
Definitions 
ACUHO-I: Association of College and University Housing Officers-International. The 
professional association of professionals employed in residence hall (dormitory) systems. 
Performance Appraisal: An organizational system comprising deliberate processes for 
determining staff accomplishments to improve staff effectiveness (Winston & Creamer, 
1997). 
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Professional Residence Hall Director: Full-time, professional live-in staff member 
responsible for a para-professional staff group and the day-to-day operations of all or part of a 
residence hall (dormitory). 
Supervisor(s): Professional staff member(s) responsible for management of the hall director 
staff group, including performance appraisal practices. 
Competency: The skill, ability, and knowledge necessary for effective fulfillment of the role 
of a residence hall director. 
Assumptions 
It is assumed that professional residence hall director job responsibilities within large 
complex housing systems are similar. 
Delimitations 
The following delimitations should be considered when interpreting and generalizing the 
results of this study: 
1. The research may apply only to residence hall systems that employ professional hall 
directors. 
2. The research may only apply to residence hall systems of over 4001 residents. 
3. The research may apply only to members of the Association of College and 
University Housing Officers-International (ACUHO-I). 
4. The research may be biased by only using Iowa State University residence life staff in 
developing and pilot testing the instrument. 
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CHAPTER n. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Staff performance assessment and development practices are fundamentally important to 
effective programs and services, and there has been extensive research on what a 
performance appraisal system should entail (Brown, 1988; Gilley, Boughton, & Maycunich, 
1999; Kearney, 1993; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995; Schuh & Carlisle, 1991; Winston & 
Creamer, 1997). Despite the recognition of the importance of performance appraisal 
practices, Creamer and Winston (1999) assert that although the current literature provides 
models for evaluating staff performance, very few, if any, studies exist regarding the actual 
practice of assessment and development of student services staff. 
A panel of faculty members who previously served as student services administrators also 
supports the view that evaluative processes used for student services or student affairs 
positions appear to be extremely limited (Andreas et al., 1994). In the panel's review of the 
literature, no articles were discovered that studied the application of evaluative processes for 
student affairs positions. The topical areas yielding some comment on evaluation of 
performance were staff development and supervision. A review of the staff development 
literature indicates that staff development models in the student services profession do not 
formally address performance and lack the specific measures typically required by 
performance appraisal models. The review of supervision only gives a cursory review of 
performance appraisal practices (Andreas et al., 1994). Thus, it is important to identify 
competencies of an effective hall director and evaluate the practice of performance appraisal 
for professional hall directors. The research literature related to competency and performance 
appraisal in student services will be reviewed. 
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Hall Director Competencies 
For many student services professionals, the hall director role is their first full-time, 
professional role. The depth and breadth of experience gained in this position can be the 
foundation for many different career choices. 
Lovell and Kosten (2000) conducted a meta-analysis of 30 years of research designed to 
identify skills, knowledge, and personal traits necessary for success as a student affairs 
administrator. They found that the identified skills, in descending rank order, are (a) 
administration and management, (b) human facilitation, (c) research evaluation and 
assessment, (d) communication, (e) leadership, (f) student enrollment and participation, (g) 
role of educator, and (h) entrepreneurship. The knowledge areas identified by the analysis are 
student development theory, functional unit responsibilities, academic background, 
organizational development/behavior, federal policies/regulations, and student needs, values, 
and behaviors. For personality traits, interactive quality (e.g., work cooperatively) and 
individual traits (e.g., enthusiasm) were critical to success. 
Dunkel and Schreiber (1992) identified 49 competencies from a literature review and a 
professional housing staff meeting at the University of Florida. The competencies were 
provided to chief housing officers at ACUHO-I institutions to determine the level of 
necessity for each competency to become an effective housing professional. The 15 most 
necessary competencies identified included: 
interpersonal communications skills, work cooperatively and effectively with a wide 
range of individuals, supervise staff, engage in effective decision making, train staff, 
crisis management, select staff, short-range goal setting, mediating conflict, formulate 
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and interpret policy, appreciate and internalize a professional set of ethics, fair and 
effective discipline of student misconduct, recognize legal implications of student 
misconduct, recognize legal implications of higher education administration, motivation, 
and staff appraisal (Dunkel & Schreiber, 1992, p. 22). 
In relation to competencies, the training priorities for preparation as a housing 
professional (Taguding, 1985) includes interpersonal communication, student personnel 
foundation, organization and administration, student life programming, budget and 
accounting, supervision and management, and counseling skills. These training priorities 
reflect many of the same concepts described as competencies by other authors. 
Ostroth (1981) surveyed directors, deans, and vice presidents concerning the perceived 
competencies of entry-level staff and the importance of the competencies in the staff 
selection process. Important competencies identified for selection processes included: work 
cooperatively with others, demonstrate well-developed interpersonal relations and 
communication skills, work effectively with a wide range of individuals, display leadership 
skills, assess student needs and interests, engage in effective decision-making, mediate 
conflicts between individuals and groups, conduct group advising, appreciate and internalize 
professional standards and ethics, meet student development needs through co-curricular 
programs, recognize and evaluate group dynamics, and represent student concerns to other 
campus populations. 
Brandel (1995) investigated 50 competencies developed for use at the 1992 National 
Housing Training Institute. The purpose of the study was to identify the level of importance 
for each competency as related to effectiveness for chief housing officers. Each competency 
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was ranked by level of importance. The 15 highest ranked competencies included, (a) work 
cooperatively and effectively with a wide range of individuals, (b) interpersonal 
communications skills, (c) engage in effective decision making, (d) crisis management, (e) 
develop and supervise a budget, (f) supervise staff, (g) recognize legal implications of higher 
education administration, (h) articulate characteristics of college students, (i) interpret and 
recognize special needs of ethnic, racial, religious, and cultural minorities, gays, bisexuals, 
lesbians, women, and persons with disabilities, (j) occupancy management, (k) formulate and 
interpret policy, (1) appreciate and internalize a professional set of ethics, (m) train staff, (n) 
strategic planning, and (o) fair and effective discipline of student misconduct. 
There are some common themes among these identified competencies. Communication, 
supervision, decision-making, organization, administration, counseling, budget, and 
leadership appear either explicitly or implicitly on all the lists of competencies. It is important 
that these competencies become the focus for performance appraisal practices. Completing 
tasks is important to success but learning and demonstrating the skills, abilities, and 
knowledge associated with effectiveness leads to future success. As competencies are 
identified specifically for the professional hall director position it will be helpful for 
practitioners to employ performance appraisal practices that maximize the possibility of 
mastering those competencies tied to more advanced positions. 
Goals and Purposes of Performance Appraisal 
Cleveland, Murphy, and Williams (1989) conducted a survey to determine the goals of 
performance appraisal process of Division 14 members of the American Psychological 
Association. The results indicated that the primary uses of performance appraisal were to 
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make salary decisions, provide feedback on performance, and to identify strengths and 
weaknesses of employees. Uses least identified were to meet legal requirements and 
document personnel decisions. 
Performance appraisal is designed to focus employee behaviors on organizational goals. It 
recognizes employee progress toward achieving these goals, provides learning opportunities 
to address poor performance, and assists in the career planning process for the employee 
(Nelson, 2000). Ultimately, performance appraisal can be a motivating tool for organizations 
and their employees. 
Organizations are only as good as their employees (Dalton, 1996). As a result, a necessary 
function for student services is the successful professional development of new staff. For new 
or entry-level professionals who may have significant academic preparation but limited or no 
professional experience, this developmental process is of even greater importance. The first 
professional experience and the supervision received play an important role in establishing 
potential career paths and subsequent effectiveness in reaching personal and professional 
goals (Saunders, Cooper, Winston, & Chemow, 2000). The development of new 
professionals, through managing performance, is an essential practice of successful student 
services organizations. 
There is a wealth of literature describing the process of evaluating and assessing staff, 
implementing staff orientation and training, and applying rewards and remedies for on-the-
job staff behaviors through the supervisory process (Murphy & Cleveland, 1991; Schuh & 
Carlisle, 1991). The language applied to these practices has evolved over time. Performance 
Appraisals, Performance Management, Performance-Based Management, and Strategic 
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Human Resource Development are some of the names given to the practices used to identify, 
evaluate, enhance, and reward staff performance. The literature reveals that many of these 
processes, using current application principles, have shared outcomes and overlapping 
concepts. 
Gilley and Maycunich (2000) utilize the terminology human resource development. 
Human Resource Development's mission is to provide (I) individual development 
focused on performance improvement related to current job; (2) performance 
management systems aimed at improving organizational performance; and (3) 
organizational development activities that optimize human potential and organizational 
performance, which together improve the efficiency of the firm (p. 11). 
Within the Human Resource Development Model, Gilley, Boughton, and Maycunich 
(1999) substitute the term "Developmental Evaluation" for "Performance Appraisal Process" 
because the latter term is believed to prohibit the supervisor from working collaboratively 
with the employee. 
Developmental evaluations provide employees with feedback about their performance, 
identify strengths and achievements over a specific period of time, demonstrate areas 
where they can continue to grow and develop, define performance goals for the next six 
months to a year, and review 'fit' between the organization's expectations and those of 
employees (p. 92). 
Winston and Creamer (1997) describe performance evaluation as "... an organizational 
system comprising deliberate processes for determining staff accomplishments to improve 
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staff effectiveness. It is closely tied to supervision and staff development within the overall 
staffing scheme of the student affairs division..(p. 244). 
Performance appraisal is a system, not an individual, annual event. The primary function 
of appraisals is for staff development and includes assessing and judging staff. Decisions that 
arise from the appraisal system are professional feedback requirements, individual and group 
training requirements, promotion decisions, changes in the salary structure, and appropriate 
new staff selection (Brown, 1988). 
One of the outcomes of an effective performance appraisal is increased trust in 
organizations. An appraisal that is ably conducted, emphasizes the care and support of 
employees, and is implemented within a set of principles will lead to greater trust of 
management (Mayer & Davis, 1999). 
The purpose of performance appraisal is believed to impact the ratings of the performance 
variables being evaluated. An administrative appraisal in a natural work setting that results in 
actual personnel decisions is believed to result in more lenient ratings than an appraisal that is 
research based (Harris, Smith, & Champagne, 1995). Individual raters are less inclined to 
apply strict standards in actual practice than in research settings. 
Organizations must ensure that employees continually learn and that the skills and abilities 
learned are used in the work environment. Training and interaction with colleagues play an 
important role in the learning process. Organizations that promote and reinforce a culture of 
continuous learning are competitively advantaged and experience high levels of employee 
satisfaction (Tannenbaum, 1997). Performance appraisal can assist in identifying what needs 
to be learned and provide the means to assess what learning has occurred. 
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Methods of Performance Appraisal 
There are a number of longstanding methods described in the performance appraisal 
literature. Several of these techniques will be described briefly, including global essay and 
ratings, rating scales, trait rating scales, peer ranking, organizational records, critical 
incidence method, behaviorally anchored rating scales (BARS), and management by 
objectives (MBO). 
The global essay and ratings model is a technique where managers write to the open-ended 
question that asks for a description of employee performance. Though it often includes 
examples, this technique does not require justification for statements for judgments about 
behavior, only descriptions of the manager's assessment of overall performance (Devries, 
Morrison, Shullman, & Gerlach, 1981; Murphy & Cleveland, 1991; Schuh & Carlisle, 1991; 
Sherman, Bohlander, & Snell, 1996; Swan & Margulies, 1991). 
A rating scale is sometimes substituted for responding to a question. The rating scale is 
used to describe overall performance and is not linked to job activities. Terms like 
"outstanding", "satisfactory", or "poor" describe the overall performance. This model, with 
only the manager's judgments and no criterion, is not used widely because it can be difficult 
to justify by objective measures and would not withstand current legal challenges (Devries, 
Morrison, Shullman, & Gerlach, 1981; Murphy & Cleveland, 1991; Schuh & Carlisle, 1991; 
Sherman, Bohlander, & Snell, 1996). 
A trait rating scale utilizes a series of qualities or behaviors and a rater assigns a value to 
how well the employee exhibits the trait. The qualities or behaviors may or may not be 
specifically designed to measure characteristics associated with effective performance for a 
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specific job (Baird, Post, & Mahon, 1990; Devries, Morrison, Shullman, & Gerlach, 1981; 
Murphy & Cleveland, 1991; Schuh & Carlisle, 1991; Sherman, Bohlander, & Snell, 1996). 
Peer ranking, which originated in the Armed Services, is used to establish comparative 
information. Class rank is one standard widely used in education that reflects a peer ranking 
model. This appraisal practice is limited in scope because it is valuable only when discrete 
and accurately identified information is available. However, many performance behaviors are 
not discrete in nature (Devries, Morrison, Shullman, & Gerlach, 1981; Peterson & Tracy, 
1979, Schuh & Carlisle, 1991; Swan & Margulies, 1991). 
Organizational records about productivity can be used in some circumstances, especially if 
the contributions of individuals can be identified. Attendance figures, productivity, sales, and 
other information can be indicators for evaluating performance. These data frequently are 
objective and justifiable in nature (Swan & Margulies, 1991). 
The critical incidence method emphasizes the collection of information over the course of 
the review period. Activities or events that are viewed as critical, either positively or 
negatively, are documented and retained for review. The evidence for positive and negative 
activity is balanced against each other and conclusions are drawn. This process often provides 
specific examples of employee activity (Devries, Morrison, Shullman, & Gerlach, 1981; 
Murphy & Cleveland, 1991; Peterson & Tracy, 1979; Schuh & Carlisle, 1991; Sherman, 
Bohlander, & Snell, 1996). 
BARS is a systematic approach to performance evaluation. The development of the rating 
scales is time consuming because it requires a detailed analysis of each job. For each 
position, dimensions of performance are identified. The development of the dimensions is job 
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specific and requires a depth of knowledge about the work performed. The dimensions are 
evaluated for reliability and validity by individuals who are very familiar with the demands of 
the position. Lastly, a rating scale is assigned and an instrument developed (Devries, 
Morrison, Shullman, & Gerlach, 1981; Murphy & Cleveland, 1991; Peterson & Tracy, 1979; 
Schuh & Carlisle, 1991; Sherman, Bohlander, & Snell, 1996). 
Management by Objectives (MBO) is a model that establishes performance expectations 
at the beginning of the performance appraisal period and then compares actual performance 
to established expectations. It is a flexible and job-specific process that has standards of 
performance on which to base judgments. In most cases, the employee and the supervisor 
together establish the performance expectations and standards. This creates an increase in job 
relevance and allows for feedback and exchange between the employee and the supervisor 
(Devries, Morrison, Shullman, & Gerlach, 1981; Murphy & Cleveland, 1991; Peterson & 
Tracy, 1979; Schuh & Carlisle, 1991; Sherman, Bohlander, & Snell, 1996). Taylor and Pierce 
(1999) indicate the use of performance objectives can be motivating. Clear and agreed upon 
objectives provide a means to measure productivity. Contributing employees are more 
satisfied and committed to the organization. 
Characteristics of Effective Performance Appraisal 
A number of authors present models for performance appraisal that incorporate 
characteristics of the methods described above. Brown (1988) proposes a performance 
appraisal system that includes the following characteristics: 
1. A student affairs staff management team coordinates development of the system and 
monitors its effectiveness. 
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2. A purpose statement links the appraisal system to the student affairs unit's mission 
and to its organizational style. 
3. A behavioral job description derived from an adequate job analysis serves as the basis 
for setting goals with each staff member. 
4. Job standards provide guidelines for determining adequacy of performance. 
5. Top management, middle management, and staff support the system. 
6. Appraisal tools and procedures are accurate, reliable, and credible. 
7. The appraisal process focuses on behavior rather than on personality traits or 
attitudes. 
8. Training programs exist both for staff involved in conducting appraisals and for those 
being appraised. 
9. Management and staff engage in an ongoing process of setting goals and providing 
feedback rather than depending only on end-of-the-year review sessions. 
10. The interview process focuses on problem solving and staff development. 
11. The pervasive orientation is that performance appraisal is an educational and 
developmental process (p. 7). 
Winston and Creamer (1997) support a performance appraisal system that falls within a 
framework that includes staff recruitment and selection, orientation to the position, 
supervision, staff development, and performance appraisal. This entire framework is 
enveloped in the institutional culture that falls within the external environment. This staffing 
model for performance appraisal proposed by Winston and Creamer (1997) includes: "an 
organizational system, a system of dual objectives, contextual standards, clarity, openness, 
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fairness, participatory and interactive processes, appraiser leadership, ongoing review, and 
workable formats" (pp. 252-253). 
The organizational system should include institutional productivity and the means for 
identifying how productivity will be defined. The reward system should be integrated into the 
organizational system and identify who should be rewarded and how that reward is provided. 
Because performance appraisal may have unintended outcomes, the organizational system 
should account for that possibility and devise processes to respond within that organizational 
system. 
Winston and Creamer (1997) assert that the objective of performance appraisal should be 
two-fold: evaluation and improvement of individual staff performance. Evaluation should be 
based on a current and accurate position description and take into consideration issues within 
and beyond the control of the staff member. Improving future performance is the second 
objective. 
The authors assert that the context for appraisal should incorporate the organization's 
culture and the circumstances surrounding the individual. Individuals cannot control all the 
cultural and circumstantial variables that impact one's work and the appraisal process must 
recognize and account for these variables. 
The concepts of clarity, openness, and fairness are integral to student services. Clarity 
often is connected to expectations. Are they understood by all parties? Is there shared 
meaning about performance expectations? Openness describes the communication process. Is 
it free of intimidation and based on collaboration? Fairness relates to objectivity. Do both 
parties trust the evaluation of performance? 
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Another key component in Winston and Creamer's (1997) model is that the appraisal 
process is interactive and participatory. A process collaboratively developed by employees 
and supervisors is more likely to be trusted and deemed effective. 
To establish credibility for the process, appraisers should assume leadership for the 
process and model the desired behaviors. Individuals who are undergoing appraisal are more 
likely to engage in behaviors if their supervisors also engage in those behaviors. 
Appraisal processes should be continuous. Multiple observations regarding performance 
behaviors are recommended to be collected over time. The expectations regarding the 
position should be updated as demands change. It is an evolutionary process, not a process 
that occurs at fixed intervals. 
Lastly, Winston and Creamer (1997) indicate that the system should be able to be 
implemented without undue hardship. Performance appraisal takes significant time and effort 
to happen effectively. For the processes to be employed without undue hardship, the 
processes should fit the culture of the organization and become integrated into the ongoing 
management practices of staff. 
Holmes (1998) supports a human performance system that begins with the recruitment, 
selection, and retention processes. Following these three activities the model integrates 
additional steps associated with a performance appraisal system. These steps include 
performance planning and goal setting, where individual employee goals and objectives are 
established in concert with the supervisor. 
Performance coaching follows, where constructive feedback to improve performance is 
provided in a supportive environment. Performance assessment becomes the more formal 
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element used to establish an environment for continued performance management. 
Performance reward ties compensation to facilitation of staff performance and organizational 
goals. The system of rewards must be congruent with expressed priorities. 
Employee development involves the identification of competencies needed to be effective 
and a management process designed to enhance or improve the level of competency 
achieved. Holmes (1998) concluded by indicating that career planning and development 
encourage and promote integration of the individual's skills and interests with requirements 
of the organization. This process creates a positive fit, increased satisfaction, and improved 
productivity. 
The use of multiple sources of feedback from close, regular contacts of employees in 
performance appraisal is strongly supported by Edwards and Ewen (1996). The use of 
feedback from subordinates, peers, and other colleagues is believed to provide an 
environment that is more empowering, supports teamwork, enhances continuous learning, 
and allows employees to take responsibility for self. This appraisal model creates 
accountability in many places, rather than to one supervisor. 
Williams (1998) described a number of themes from the performance management model. 
Performance planning occurs at the beginning of the management process. During the 
planning phase the organizational vision, mission, and goals are identified. Teams of 
employees and individual employees then develop individual plans to achieve these goals. 
The second phase involves a design phase where the organization is structured to achieve the 
outcomes from the planning process. Teams also are organized and individual position 
descriptions reviewed to ensure they align with performance planning activities. The third 
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phase is the performance management phase where an ongoing and continuous review occurs 
in relation to defined goals. Next, comes the annual review to determine achievement of 
goals. This review is conducted for the organization, work teams, and individual workers. 
Lastly, the integrated model of performance management recognizes good performance, 
typically through financial means. 
Julius and Geannacopulos (2000) provide six guidelines for providing effective 
performance appraisals. First, actually evaluate performance. Not conducting performance 
appraisals can lead to reduced productivity and lack of motivation on behalf of employees. 
Next, measure the work performed by the individual. Generic evaluation forms create little 
possibility for accurately measuring the activities performed by all staff. Third, evaluation 
scores should be accurate. Most workers should score "average" and outstanding workers 
receive high marks. In most cases workers are scored high and poor performers are rated 
average. It is difficult to improve performance or take corrective measures when evaluations 
do not support the action. 
Julius and Geannacopulos (2000) further support an appraisal process that includes an 
informal dialogue about performance followed by the opportunity for the employee to review, 
comment, and indicate agreement by signing any written documents. The preparation for the 
review should be extensive, often beginning a year in advance when goals and expectations 
are discussed. The collection of information regarding performance should be comprehensive 
and allow the employee to provide relevant information to that process. Lastly, the 
information discussed and developed from the appraisal should be properly maintained. It 
provides a framework for future reviews and, should there be legal issues arising from job 
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performance, accurate records provide for an organized and defensible manner to address 
them. 
The models described collectively include the elements of comprehensive and effective 
performance appraisal practices. There is an initial planning phase where the organizational 
mission, values, and goals are identified and communicated. Individuals identify personal and 
professional goals as they relate to organizational priorities and share them with relevant 
colleagues within the organization. Resources, organization structures, position descriptions, 
and expectations are aligned with identified priorities. Behaviorally-specific work 
performance activities are identified from this planning phase. 
Following the planning phase employees, supervisors, and colleagues enter the 
developmental phase where formative information regarding performance is provided. As 
employees contribute to the completion of organizational goals, their performance is 
monitored using a variety of measures through diverse sources of information. Positive 
contributions are reinforced, deficiencies are identified, and specific strategies implemented 
to improve the deficiencies. Formative feedback includes providing opportunities to correct 
deficiencies through the learning of new skills, demonstrating higher levels of ability, and 
increasing levels of understanding as they relate to the demands of the position. The 
formative process also is important in providing for career advancement opportunities. 
At the conclusion of the performance evaluation period a summative review is conducted 
that includes dialogue about what was observed and agreement reached on the outcome of the 
appraisal process. Throughout the process all practices are thoroughly communicated, well-
understood, and trusted by all parties. Ultimately, the performance appraisal allows for 
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developmental and judgmental decision making and is viewed by all parties involved as an 
effective, continuous, and collaborative process where the individual and the organization 
achieve their respective goals. 
Application to Student Services 
A staffing practices survey by Winston and Creamer (1997) identified information 
regarding the practice of performance appraisal in student services. In this study the 
frequency of formal and informal performance appraisals was requested of student affairs 
deans, directors, coordinators, and non-administrative positions. Formal appraisal never 
occurred in the previous 12 months for 33% of deans, 37% of directors, 27% of coordinators, 
and 26% of non-administrative personnel. Informal appraisal did not occur for 25% of deans, 
45% of directors, 38% of coordinators, and 35% of non-administrative staff. 
"What is missing in the literature is evidence of actual practices in the field" (Winston & 
Creamer, 1997, p. 252). Winston and Creamer concluded ".. one comes to the impression 
that professionals in student affairs do not care to write about the subject (performance 
appraisal) any more than they care to plan and carry out performance appraisal systems" (p. 
248). 
Clearly, there is a paucity of research related to performance appraisal practices for the 
professional hall director position. Thus, this study is needed to address that lack of 
information regarding practice through the identification of current practices. The study also 
includes recommendations for practitioners and future research. 
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CHAPTER m. METHODOLOGY 
The purpose of this study was to identify the processes and effectiveness of performance 
appraisals for professional hall directors in large residence hall systems as viewed by hall 
directors and their supervisors. The study identified the differences that exist between the 
perceptions of hall directors and their supervisors concerning the practices and overall 
effectiveness of the appraisal process. It also identified the competencies associated with 
being an effective hall director. 
This research was designed to test the following hypotheses: 
1. Hall directors and the supervisors responsible for hall director performance appraisal 
rate competencies associated with being an effective hall director differently. 
2. Gender, ethnicity, years of experience, and education are related to the importance 
ratings of hall directors and the supervisors responsible for the hall director 
performance appraisal for the competencies associated with being an effective hall 
director. 
3. Hall directors and the supervisors responsible for the hall director performance 
appraisal hold different perceptions about the practices in the hall director 
performance appraisal process. 
4. Gender, ethnicity, years of experience, and education are related to the perceptions 
held by hall directors and the supervisors responsible for the hall director performance 
appraisal about the practices of hall director performance appraisal. 
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Human Subjects Review 
The researcher completed the Iowa State University Human Subjects Review training. 
Following completion of the training and prior to data collection, the Iowa State University 
Human Subjects Review Committee approved the research instrument and protocol 
(Appendix A). 
Sample 
To study the competencies and performance appraisal practices for professional hall 
directors, it was necessary to identify eligible institutions based on the population and 
develop an instrument to collect data necessary to fulfill the objectives and test the research 
hypotheses. Professional association lists are the beginning of this process. Institutional 
records do not indicate employment of professional hall directors nor do comprehensive lists 
exist for the individuals in the hall director or hall director supervisor position. Chief Housing 
Officers are identified in the Association of College and University Housing Officers-
International (ACUHO-I) directory. Beginning with institutions housing 4001 or more 
residents, the population was identified and accessed. 
ACUHO-I was contacted and a list of all member universities housing 4001 or more 
students on-campus was obtained. The list included the name, address, phone number, and e-
mail addresses of the Chief Housing Officer (CHO). The CHO was contacted to confirm the 
employment of professional hall directors and determine if they would participate in the 
study. If the CHO confirmed employment of professional hall directors and agreed to 
participate in the study, he/she was asked to provide the name, title, address, phone number, 
and e-mail address of the individual primarily responsible for providing leadership for the 
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evaluation of professional hall director performance. Follow-up calls were placed to CHOs 
who did not respond to the e-mail request (Appendix B). There were 107 
universities/colleges initially contacted. Of those 107 contacted, 54 confirmed the 
employment of professional hall directors and agreed to participate. These 54 institutions 
comprised the sample. One institution, Iowa State University, was not included because it 
was represented in the focus groups and the pilot study. Of the remaining 53 institutions 
contacted, 22 did not employ professional hall directors, 22 never responded, and 9 declined 
to participate. Forty-three universities had two or more supervisors involved in the practice of 
performance appraisal. A total of 168 hall director supervisors and 586 hall directors were 
included in the sample. 
Instrument Development 
A Delphi Technique, a literature review, and two focus groups were used to develop the 
research instrument. The Delphi Technique was used to identify the competencies of an 
effective hall director. A literature review was conducted to establish practices identified in 
an effective and comprehensive professional hall director performance appraisal. From this 
review, general statements of inquiry were developed that were utilized as questions the in 
focus groups. Two focus groups were used to develop a list of statements to describe the 
practices of hall director performance appraisal. The focus groups were used to validate and 
expand the practices identified in the literature review. 
Development of Competency Statements 
A Delphi Technique was used to develop a list of hall director competencies. Delbecq, 
Van de Ven, and Gustafson (1975) describe the Delphi Technique as a process that utilizes 
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written responses from individuals who may not be able to physically come together. A 
question is posed to the group and responses are collected and analyzed. The responses are 
re-distributed for further review and for the purpose of reaching agreement on items for 
inclusion. 
The decision to use the Delphi Technique was derived from the lack of literature regarding 
hall director competencies. There were similar studies conducted using similar strategies for 
other student affairs positions, but none were position specific for professional hall directors. 
The Delphi Technique, because of the open-ended nature of the initial question for soliciting 
responses, encourages the development of a comprehensive list of competencies. It also was 
important to include information on hall director competencies on a national rather than an 
institutional basis. The study focused on performance competencies of professional hall 
directors from large residence hall systems from across the ACUHO-I membership and the 
competencies were developed to reflect the breadth of institutions included in the study. The 
Delphi Technique provides for contribution of information from a variety of sources. 
To gather information on the competencies for effective professional hall directors, Dr. 
Virginia Arthur, Associate Director of Residence at Iowa State University and a past 
president of the ACUHO-I, was contacted. In consultation with her Iowa State University 
residence life colleagues, Dr. Arthur identified from the ACUHO-I list 15 universities that 
were believed to have exemplary residence life programs (Appendix C). The 30 supervisors 
responsible for professional hall director performance appraisal at these 15 universities were 
contacted by e-mail and asked "What competencies are required for an effective hall 
director?" Eighteen supervisors from 12 of the institutions provided a list of competencies 
27 
resulting in a composite list of 183 items. These responses were compiled and duplicate items 
eliminated. Some of the initial supervisors contacted indicated they would not be able to 
provide competencies but wished to be included in subsequent iterations. The resulting list of 
48 competencies (after elimination of duplications) was re-distributed by e-mail to the 30 
supervisors to determine completeness of the list and general agreement on each item 
(Appendix C). An opportunity to add to the list also was included. Fourteen supervisors from 
11 institutions responded regarding the list of proposed competencies. Two institutions 
included in the first iteration were not represented in responses from the second iteration and 
one institution responded to the second iteration but not the first. No new competencies were 
suggested and there were no duplicate requests for elimination of proposed competencies. 
Upon review of the final list, one item, "Basic counseling and ability to effectively refer" 
was split into two items, "ability to effectively refer for counseling" and "ability to provide 
basic counseling". The final list of 49 competencies was included in the instrument 
(Appendix C). 
Performance Appraisal Practices 
Two focus groups were conducted to assist in the development of evaluative statements 
regarding the practice of performance appraisals for professional hall directors. Qualitative 
methods are useful assessment strategies for pilot programs because meaning, processes, and 
perceptions are illuminated (Denzin & Lincoln, 1994). Both focus groups were conducted 
with staff employed by the Department of Residence at Iowa State University, an ACUHO-I 
member institution housing 4001 or more students. 
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Based on a literature search, open-ended questions regarding performance appraisal 
practices were developed for the focus groups. The statements and questions posed to both 
groups included: 
1. Describe an effective hall director performance appraisal process. 
2. What would you include in an effective hall director performance appraisal? 
3. What decisions should be based on the performance appraisal process? 
4. When are effective performance appraisals conducted? 
5. How frequently do you believe performance appraisals should be conducted to be 
most effective? 
6. How is feedback regarding performance best communicated? 
7. What role does the hall director play in performance appraisal? 
8. Who should provide information about performance, either directly or indirectly, in 
the appraisal process? 
9. How should performance appraisal criteria be established? 
10. What would improve the performance appraisal process for you? 
11. What would make the performance appraisal process more useful? 
The first focus group consisted of 13 professional hall directors. The hall director focus 
group took place at the conclusion of a residence life staff meeting. The consent form was 
distributed (Appendix D) and introductory statement read (Appendix E). Hall directors were 
given the opportunity to decline to participate. All present agreed to participate. A tape 
recorder was set-up and the questions for the focus group were read and responses recorded. 
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All individuals had the opportunity to fully respond to each question. The focus group session 
lasted just under an hour. 
The second group consisted of the five supervisors who have responsibility for hall 
director performance appraisal. The supervisor focus group was conducted at the beginning 
of a residence life management team staff retreat. The consent form was distributed 
(Appendix D) and introductory statement read (Appendix E). The supervisors were given the 
opportunity to decline to participate. All present agreed to participate. A tape recorder was 
set-up and the questions for the focus group were read and responses recorded. All 
individuals had the opportunity to fully respond to each question. The focus group session 
lasted approximately 45 minutes. 
Both of these sessions were recorded and completely transcribed (Appendix F). Responses 
from the focus groups were analyzed with the intent to create statements regarding 
performance appraisal practices. The statements developed were structured to allow 
respondents to indicate levels of agreement. These statements were used to develop the initial 
research instrument. 
Pilot Instrument 
Following the compilation of competencies identified by hall director supervisory staff, 
the listing of performance appraisal practices identified in the focus groups, and the literature 
review, the pilot research instrument was developed (Appendix G). The research instrument 
was constructed to include four parts. The first part was the list of 49 competencies for 
effective hall directors derived from the Delphi process. An importance rating scale was 
developed to allow hall directors and hall director supervisors to rate each competency. Each 
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respondent was asked to identify the level of importance of each competency as it relates to 
the job of an effective hall director. A 3-point scale of importance was used, with anchors of 
"Very Important", "Somewhat Important ", and "Not Important". 
The second part of the instrument consisted of eight statements regarding the institutional 
origination and sanctioning of practices of an effective performance appraisal. These eight 
statements were practices of performance appraisal identified in the focus groups and in the 
review of literature that called for discrete answers rather than judgments. The respondents 
identified the presence of each performance appraisal practice using "Yes", "No", and "Don't 
Know". 
The third section of the instrument contained 66 statements that required judgment by hall 
directors and hall director supervisors in rating the use of performance appraisal practices at 
their institution. These statements regarding comprehensive and effective performance 
appraisal practices were identified from the models described in the literature review and the 
focus groups conducted with the professional hall directors and hall director supervisory staff 
at Iowa State University. The use of one residence life staff team to develop the instrument 
could lead to bias toward the model of performance appraisal practices at that institution. The 
statements from the models in the literature review were used to balance this potential bias. A 
5-point Likert type rating scale was used to indicate levels of agreement with each 
performance appraisal practice statement. "Strongly Agree", "Agree", "Neutral", "Disagree", 
and "Strongly Disagree" were anchors for the scale. 
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The last section collected demographic information. Position title, gender, racial/ethnic 
background, years in current position, and education were asked. The collection of this 
information was required to test the hypotheses. 
Pilot Test 
The research instrument was distributed by campus mail to the professional hall director 
and hall director supervisory staff at Iowa State University (Appendix H). The length of time 
necessary to complete the survey, ease or difficulty in understanding the statements, and 
overall format were assessed. Instrument completion time ranged from 8 to 13 minutes. As a 
result of this information and a content analysis, the format of the survey instrument response 
categories in part I was modified. Stems of "knowledge of', "understanding of', and "ability 
to" were added to all items after some supervisors and faculty reviewers suggested the 
competency statements lacked clarity and consistency. The addition of the stems also created 
items more consistent with the structure of competency statements from the literature review. 
A few statements were slightly modified to accommodate the addition of the stem. The 3-
point scale with the anchors, "Very Important", "Important", and "Not Important" was 
changed to a 5-point scale with the anchors of "Essential", "Very Important", "Important", 
"Useful, but not Essential", and "Not Necessary". This change was made to provide 
additional response categories that more accurately described rater perceptions about the 
competency statements. Two items in part in that did not provide additional information 
were eliminated. No other changes were made. The final instrument was printed on both 
sides of 11 x 17 paper with an 8 (6 x 11 insert page, also printed on both sides. This created a 
6-page instrument. 
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Validity and Reliability 
Validity as defined by Linn and Gronlund (1995) is the extent relevant and representative 
information is provided by the sample. The inclusion of "experts" in the development and 
review of the instrument provides for the judgment utilized to determine validity. 
The development of the competency statements for the instrument included review by 30 
supervisory staff from 15 exemplary residence life programs as identified by Dr. Virginia 
Arthur, Associate Director Residence and past President of ACUHO-I and her Iowa State 
University Residence Life colleagues. The performance appraisal practice statements were 
derived from two focus groups and a literature review. The entire instrument was critiqued by 
15 professional hall directors and 6 professional residence life staff at Iowa State University 
for content, clarity, and format. The instrument also was shared with five faculty external 
reviewers for the same considerations. 
Reliability refers to the consistency of results. This research focused on identifying 
practices and perceived effectiveness of performance appraisals in large residence hall 
systems, not experiences over time. The instrument was used only in this study. To 
completely establish reliability, replication of the study using the instrument would need to 
occur in a comparable setting where similar results would be expected. 
Data Collection 
The CHOs at each potentially eligible college and university were sent an e-mail to 
confirm that professional hall directors were employed at their university, the numbers of 
professional hall directors employed, if they would participate in the study, and the name(s), 
address, phone number, and e-mail address of the individual(s) responsible for hall director 
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performance appraisal. If more than one person conducted the hall director performance 
appraisal, the CHO was asked to identify the supervisory staff member to be contacted for the 
implementation of the survey instrument. If one staff member was not identified, one staff 
member was selected at random. Only colleges and universities employing professional hall 
directors were included in the study. 
To ensure confidentiality of responses, a coding system was developed for each 
participating institution and respective individuals. The numbers 1-53 were randomly 
assigned to each institution. When instruments were returned, the institutional code was 
placed on each instrument. Individuals conducting the data entry did not know from which 
institution the data were received. 
A cover letter was developed that (a) described the importance of the study, (b) indicated 
that professional hall directors and the individual(s) responsible for implementing the hall 
director appraisal process were to be included in the study, (c) requested survey completion, 
and (d) guaranteed confidentiality for the institution and each individual's response 
(Appendix I). A packet containing a cover letter, survey instrument, and security envelope for 
each eligible participant at the institution was sent to the primary supervisor or the person 
selected at random. One survey was included for each supervisor directly involved in the 
performance appraisal process and one for each professional hall director. The packet also 
included a postage-paid, return envelope for returning the completed surveys. 
To achieve maximum return rates, follow-up through e-mail and telephone calls was 
conducted to remind individuals to return the packet. The first reminder occurred two weeks 
after initial distribution. It was helpful that the CHO at all institutions had indicated 
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agreement to participate and that the ACUHO-I institutions included in the sample had e-mail 
capability. 
Data Analysis 
Data entry was conducted in the Statistical Laboratory and Department of Statistics at 
Iowa State University. Double entry was used to ensure correct data entry. SPSS version 10 
was used for all quantitative data analyses. Descriptive statistics, including means, standard 
deviations, and frequencies, were generated. Inferential statistics needed to test the 
hypotheses were employed. Competency and performance appraisal statements were 
analyzed using factor mean scores. The means scores were derived from the average item 
scores, thereby retaining a common range of mean scores for all factors regardless of the 
number of items loading on the factor. Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was 
used to compare means of several dependent variables within the same model across levels of 
categorical main effects. Correlation analysis was used to determine which demographic 
variables contributed to type, conditions, and effectiveness of appraisal practices. The level of 
significance applied was .05. 
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CHAPTER IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
The purpose of this study was to identify the processes and effectiveness of performance 
appraisals for professional hall directors in large residence hall systems as viewed by hall 
directors and their supervisors. Information was collected on performance appraisal practices 
and competencies for professional hall directors in large residence hall systems. The study 
identified the differences that exist between the perceptions of hall directors and their 
supervisors concerning the practices and overall effectiveness of the appraisal process. It also 
identified the competencies associated with an effective hall director. 
Description of the Sample 
The sample was comprised of 54 universities with residence systems housing 4001 or 
more residents that employ professional hall directors and were members of ACUHO-I. Iowa 
State University residence life employees were not included in the data collection because 
they were represented in the focus groups and pilot study. Forty-eight of the 53 institutions 
(90.6%) provided usable data sets. A total of 754 hall directors and hall director supervisors 
were invited to complete the research instrument. Of the total sample, 586 of the total were 
hall directors (77.7%) and 168 were hall director supervisors (22.3%). 
A total of 358 of the 586 hall directors (61.1% response rate) and 108 of 168 hall director 
supervisors (64.3% response rate) responded to the questionnaire (Appendix J). The 
proportion of hall directors and hall director supervisors responding was similar to the 
proportion in the sample. Of the 466 total responses, 76.8% were from hall directors and 
23.2% were from hall director supervisors. A Chi-square test was used to test the whether the 
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proportion of respondents does not differ significantly from the overall sample with respect to 
hall director and supervisor positions. 
A computed chi-square value of 30 (p < .01) was obtained for fit between the relative 
proportion of hall director and supervisor positions between the respondents and the sample, 
resulting in a failure to reject the null hypothesis. The proportion of hall directors and 
supervisors responding was representative of the overall sample. Four respondents (0.9%) 
indicated they were both a hall director and hall director supervisor. They were included only 
in the analysis of competencies, institutional practices, and performance appraisal practices. 
The gender, ethnicity, years of experience in current position, and education are 
summarized for hall directors and hall director supervisors in Table 1. Limited numbers in 
two demographic categories prompted a decision to aggregate data for the purposes of 
analysis. Ethnicity was grouped into two categories: Caucasian/White American (Non-
Hispanic) and Minority (African American, Asian American or Pacific Islander, Hispanic 
American, and Native American). Education responses were grouped into three categories: 
"Bachelor's degree and less," "Master's degree," and "more than Master's degree." 
Almost 90% of hall director supervisors had conducted a hall director performance 
appraisal at their current institution and just under 80% of hall directors had received a 
performance appraisal at their current institutions (Appendix J). This high level of experience 
provided an excellent opportunity to learn about actual institutional practices. 
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Table I. Demographic Characteristics of Hall Director Supervisors (n = 108) and Hall 
Directors (n = 358) 
Characteristics Supervisors Hall Directors 
n % n % 
Gender 
Female 54 50.0 191 53.4 
Male 53 49.1 165 46.1 
Total 107 99.1 356 99.5 
Education 
Less than Bachelor's 0 0.0 3 0.8 
Bachelor's 6 5.6 79 22.1 
Master's 96 88.9 271 75.7 
Ph.D. 4 3.7 4 1.1 
Ed.D. 1 0.9 0 0.0 
J.D. 1 0.9 0 0.0 
Total 108 100.0 357 99.7 
Racial/Ethnic Background 
African American 11 10.2 44 12.3 
Asian American or Pacific Islander 2 1.9 6 1.7 
Caucasian/White American (Non-Hispanic) 85 78.7 277 77.4 
Hispanic American 6 5.6 14 3.9 
Native American 0 0.0 2 0.6 
Other 1 0.9 8 2.2 
Total 105 97.3 351 98.1 
Years in Current Position 
Less than 1 Year 22 20.3 125 34.9 
1 - 3 Years 32 29.7 188 52.5 
4 - 6  Y e a r s  23 21.3 31 8.7 
7 - 9  Y e a r s  7 6.5 5 1.4 
10 or more Years 23 21.3 8 2.2 
Total 107 99.1 357 99.7 
Note: All categories may not equal to 100% due to missing data. 
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Competencies of an Effective Hall Director 
Through the Delphi Technique, 49 competencies were identified. These competencies 
were rated by the hall director and supervisor groups. The means for both groups were 
normally distributed (Appendix K). Using the aggregate means, the competency statements 
were ordered from highest to lowest importance (Table 2). The competency with the highest 
importance rating (4.5 or higher) was ability to supervise. There were forty competencies 
with the rating of very important (3.5 or higher). The eight competencies with the lowest 
importance ratings (3.4 or lower) were understanding assessment practices, understanding 
learning theory, understanding facilities management, ability to budget, understanding higher 
education trends, ability to understand and work with political dynamics, knowledge of 
student development theory, and understanding basic legal issues. The competency 
statements also were ordered from highest to lowest importance for hall directors and hall 
director supervisors (Appendix J). Using the mean ordering for supervisor responses and hall 
director responses created a different ordering than the aggregate ordering (Appendix L). 
Factor Analysis and Identification of Competencies 
The dimensionality for the aggregated 49 competencies was analyzed using maximum 
likelihood extraction factor analysis. Three criteria were used to determine the number of 
factors to rotate: the a priori hypothesis that the measure was unidimensional, a minimum 
eigenvalue of 1.0, and the interpretability of the factor solution. Nine factors with eigenvalues 
equal to or greater than 1.00 were rotated using the varimax rotation procedure. The rotated 
solution (Appendix J) yielded nine interprétable factors and these factors were named: Self-
Management, Strategic Planning, Human Resource Management, Student Development, 
Table 2. Hall Directors' (n = 358) and Hall Directors Supervisors' (n = 108) Importance Ratings of Competencies for Effective 
Professional Hall Directors 
Standard Very Useful, but not 









n % n 
Total 
% 
Ability to supervise 4.5 .7 273 58.6 157 33.7 33 7.1 2 0.4 0 0.0 465 99.8 
Knowledge of crisis intervention practice 4.4 .7 255 546 162 34.8 45 9.7 4 0.9 0 0.0 466 100.0 
Ability to effectively communicate 
verbally 
4.4 .7 234 50.3 180 38.6 51 10.9 1 0.2 0 0.0 466 100.0 
Ability to manage time 4.4 .7 241 51.7 157 33.7 66 14.2 2 0.4 0 0.0 466 100.0 
Ability to problem solve 4.4 .7 226 48.5 182 39.1 56 12.0 2 0.4 0 0.0 466 100.0 
Ability to effectively refer for counseling 4.4 .7 234 50.2 165 35.4 65 14.0 2 04 0 0.0 466 100.0 
Ability to multi task 4.3 7 213 45.7 182 39.1 65 14.0 4 0.8 0 0.0 464 99.6 
Knowledge of community development 4.3 .8 213 45.7 183 39.3 66 14.2 3 0.6 1 0.2 466 100.0 
Ability to be flexible 4.3 .8 203 436 179 38.4 83 17.8 I 02 0 0.0 466 100.0 
Ability to build trust 4.2 .7 186 39.9 205 44.0 72 15.5 3 06 0 0.0 466 100.0 
Ability to take initiative 4.2 .8 187 40.1 200 43.0 69 14.8 10 2.1 0 0.0 466 100.0 
Ability to deal with frustration 
appropriately 
4.2 .8 194 41.7 179 38.4 89 19.1 4 08 0 0.0 466 100.0 
Ability to mediate 4.2 .8 185 39.7 194 41.7 77 16.5 9 1.9 0 0.0 465 99.8 
Ability to work independently 4.2 .8 186 39.9 195 41.9 75 16.1 10 2.1 0 0.0 466 100.0 
Understanding diverse populations 4.2 .8 185 39.7 188 40.3 82 17.6 10 2.2 1 0.2 466 100.0 
Ability to maintain healthy balance 4.2 .9 206 44.2 157 33.7 85 18.2 18 3.9 0 0.0 466 100.0 
Ability to build teams 4.2 .7 151 32.4 236 50.7 77 16.5 2 0.4 0 0.0 466 100.0 
Ability to be assertive 4.1 .8 175 37.6 189 40.5 96 20.6 6 1.3 0 0.0 466 100.0 
Ability to train staff 4.1 .7 141 30.3 225 48.3 99 21.2 1 0.2 0 0.0 466 100.0 
Understanding ethical practices 4.1 .8 164 35.2 182 39.1 I I I  23.8 9 1.9 0 0.0 466 100.0 
Ability to motivate others 4.1 .7 133 28.5 237 50.9 93 20.0 3 0.6 0 0.0 466 100.0 
Ability to facilitate groups 4.0 .8 144 30.9 201 43.2 111 23.8 9 1.9 0 0.0 465 99.8 
Ability to embrace change 40 8 152 32.6 189 40.6 114 24.5 II 2.3 0 0.0 466 100.0 
Table 2. (continued) 
Standard 
Competency Mean* Deviation Essential 
n % 
Ability to provide basic counseling 4.0 .8 145 31.2 
Ability to consult with others 4.0 .8 127 27.3 
Ability to understand the big picture 3.9 .9 133 28.5 
Ability to effectively communicate in 
writing 
3.9 .8 120 25.8 
Ability to advocate for students 3.9 .9 131 28.1 
Knowledge of leadership development 3.9 .8 100 21.5 
Ability to implement educational 
discipline 
3.9 8 99 21.2 
Ability to evaluate personnel 3.8 .7 83 17.8 
Knowledge of signs of drug and alcohol 
use/abuse 
3.8 .8 103 22.1 
Understanding gender issues 3.8 .8 98 21.0 
Ability to advise student groups 3.7 8 80 17 2 
Knowledge of group goal setting 
practices 
3.7 .8 79 17.0 
Ability to select staff 3.7 .9 80 17.2 
Understanding personal leadership style 3.6 .8 71 15.2 
Understanding customer service 
practices (and knowing when and 
when not to use) 
3.6 .9 84 18.0 
Understanding the value of life long 
learning 
3.6 1.0 103 22.1 
Ability to work collaboratively with 
faculty and other professionals 
3.6 .9 74 15.9 
Understanding organizational dynamics 3.5 .8 43 9.2 
Understanding basic legal issues 3.4 .9 70 15.0 
Very Useful, but not 
Important Important Essential Not Necessary Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 
196 42.0 i l l  23.8 14 3.0 0 0.0 466 100.0 
202 43.3 130 27.9 7 1.5 0 0.0 466 100.0 
193 41.4 120 25.8 20 4.3 0 0.0 466 100.0 
203 43.5 134 28.8 9 1.9 0 0.0 466 100.0 
182 39.1 133 28.5 18 3.9 2 0.4 466 100.0 
228 48.9 121 26.0 15 3,2 1 0.2 465 99.8 
222 47.7 129 27.7 15 3.2 0 0.0 465 99.8 
235 50.4 137 29.4 II 2,4 0 0.0 466 100.0 
196 42.1 146 31.3 19 4.1 0 0.0 464 99.6 
200 42.9 156 33.5 II 2.4 1 0.2 466 100.0 
210 45.1 153 32.8 23 4.9 0 0.0 466 100.0 
190 40.8 171 36.7 22 4.7 3 0.6 465 99.8 
177 38.0 172 36.9 36 7.7 0 0.0 465 99.8 
182 39.1 185 39.7 28 6.0 0 0.0 466 100.0 
165 35.4 176 37.9 36 7.7 3 0.6 464 99.6 
135 29.0 163 35.0 57 12.2 6 1.3 464 99.6 
172 36.9 165 35.4 54 11.6 1 0.2 466 100.0 
176 37.8 196 42.1 48 10.3 2 0.4 465 99.8 
124 26.6 200 43.0 69 14.8 2 0.4 465 99.8 
Table 2. (continued) 
Standard Very Useful, but not 
Competency Mean' Deviation Essential Important Important Essential Not Necessary Total 
n % n % n % n % n % n % 
Knowledge of student development 
theory 
3.4 1.0 74 15 9 135 29.0 170 36.5 83 17.8 3 0.6 465 99.8 
Ability to understand and work with 
political dynamics 
3.4 .9 64 13.7 129 27.7 188 40.4 81 17.4 3 06 465 99.8 
Understanding higher education trends 
and issues 
3 3 .9 47 10.0 134 28.8 203 43.6 76 16.3 5 I . I  465 99.8 
Ability to budget 3.3 .9 44 9.4 126 27.0 213 45.8 76 16.3 7 1.5 466 100.0 
Understanding facilities management 3.2 .9 31 6.7 134 28.8 193 41.3 100 21.5 6 1.3 464 99.6 
Understand learning theory 3.1 .9 34 7.3 114 24.5 194 41.6 118 25.3 6 1.3 466 100.0 
Understanding assessment practices 3.1 9 33 7.1 95 20.4 219 47.0 111 23.8 8 1.7 466 100.0 
' Responses were made on a 5-point rating scale, with I » Not Necessary and 5 = Essential. 
42 
Counseling and Intervention, Global Knowledge and Inclusiveness, Operations Management, 
Communication, and Group Processes. Aggregate mean scores for the competency factors 
ranged from 3.4 to 4.2 with Strategic Planning receiving the lowest mean and personal traits 
receiving the highest mean (Table 3). 
The naming of these factors was developed by utilizing similar headings as found in the 
literature and the provision of a list of the grouped factor items to four student affairs 
professionals at Iowa State University. The four professional staff members reviewed each 
factor list and suggested names for each factor. The lists were compared and factors assigned 
names. 
All items with factor loadings equal to or greater than .400 were included in the factors 
without additional analysis (Appendix J). All 49 rotated items received factor loadings equal 
to or greater than .400, were interprétable, and were included in the nine factors. 
A one-way multivariate analysis of variance was conducted to determine the relationship 
of five demographic variables with the nine competency factors for hall directors. The 
demographic variables included: role in the process, gender, ethnicity, years in position, and 
education (Table 4). Two hypotheses were tested: 
Hypothesis 1. Hall directors and the supervisors responsible for the hall director 
performance appraisal rate the competencies associated with being 
an effective hall director differently. 
Hypothesis 2. Gender, ethnicity, years of experience, and education are related to the 
importance ratings of hall directors and the supervisors responsible 
for the hall director performance appraisal for the competencies 
Table 3. Hall Director Competency Factor Means with Instrument Items 
Factors Supervisors Hall Directors Aggregate 
Mean* Standard Mean* Standard Mean* Standard 
Deviation Deviation Deviation 
Factor 1 : Self-Management 4.2 .8 4.2 .8 4.2 .8 
Ability to take initiative 
Ability to work independently 
Ability to be assertive 
Ability to manage time 
Ability to problem solve 
Ability to deal with frustration appropriately 
Ability to be flexible 
Ability to multi task 
Ability to embrace change 
Factor 2: Strategic Planning 3.3 .9 3.5 .9 3.4 .9 
Understanding learning theory 
Understanding assessment practices 
Understanding higher education trends and issues 
Ability to work collaboratively with faculty and other 
professionals 
Understanding the value of life long learning 
Ability to advocate for students 
Ability to budget 
Ability to understand and work with political dynamics 
Understanding personal leadership style 
Factor 3: Human Resource Management 4.0 .7 4.1 .7 4.1 .7 
Ability to build teams 
Ability to select staff 
Ability to motivate others 
Ability to supervise 
Ability to train staff 
Ability to build trust 
Ability to evaluate personnel 
Table 3. (continued) 
Factors 
Factor 4: Student Development 
Knowledge of community development 
Knowledge of leadership development 
Knowledge of student development theory 
Knowledge of group goal setting practices 
Knowledge of crisis intervention practice 
Factor S: Counseling and Intervention 
Ability to provide basic counseling 
Ability to mediate 
Ability to effectively refer for counseling 
Knowledge of signs of drug and alcohol use/abuse 
Factor 6: Global Knowledge and Inclusiveness 
Understanding gender issues 
Understanding diverse populations 
Understanding ethical practices 
Ability to maintain healthy balance 
Factor 7: Operations Management 
Understanding customer service practices (and knowing when 
and when not to use it) 
Understanding organizational dynamics 
Understanding basic legal issues 
Understanding facilities management 
Ability to understand the big picture 
Factor 8; Communication 
Ability to effectively communicate verbally 
Ability to effectively communicate in writing 
Ability to implement educational discipline 
Ability to consult with others 
Supervisors Hall Directors Aggregate 
Mean* Standard Mean' Standard Mean' Standard 
Deviation Deviation Deviation 
4,1 .7 3.9 .8 3.9 .8 
4.1 .8 4.1 .8 4.1 .8 
4.1 .8 4.1 .8 4.1 .8 
3.4 .9 3.6 .9 3.5 .9 
4.1 .8 4.0 .8 4.0 .8 
Table 3. (continued) 







Factor 9: Crouo Processes 
Ability to facilitate groups 
Ability to advise student groups 
3.9 .8 3.9 .8 3 .9  .8 
'Responses were made on a 5-point rating scale, with 1 = Not Necessary and 5 = Essential. 
S 
Table 4. Competency Factors Mean Differences Attributed to Role in Process, Gender, and Ethnicity 




Eta Squared Observed 
Power 
Direction of Difference 
Role in process Self-Management .035 .016 .637 Hall directors rated self-management 
higher than supervisors. 
Communication .048 .014 .589 Supervisors rated communication higher 
than hall directors. 
Gender Self-Management .048 .009 .515 Males rated self-management higher than 
females. 
Ethnicity Self-Management .047 .009 .512 Caucasian/whites rated self-management 
higher than minorities. 
Role*Gender Self-Management .029 .017 .661 Male supervisors rated self-management 
higher than female supervisors. 
Male hall directors rated self-
management higher than female hall 
directors. 
Human Resource Management .002 .028 .885 Female supervisors rated human resource 
management higher than male 
supervisors. 
Female hall directors rated human 
resource management higher than male 
hall directors. 
Role*Ethnicity Self-Management .034 .016 .642 Caucasian/white supervisors rated self-
management higher than minority 
supervisors. 
Caucasian/white hall directors rated self-
management higher than minority hall 
directors. 
Note: Years in current position and education were included in the original model but were not significant. 
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associated with being an effective hall director. 
Role in the performance appraisal practice was significant for two factors, Self-
Management and Communication. Hall directors rated Self-Management higher than did 
supervisors. Supervisors rated Communication higher than did hall directors. 
The decision was to fail to reject hypothesis 1. There are differences in two factor means 
based on the roles in the appraisal process. Hall directors and hall director supervisors rated 
competencies associated with being an effective hall director differently (Table 4). 
The Self-Management factor includes the ability to take initiative, be flexible, manage 
time, deal with frustration, and multi-task. The higher rating of this factor by hall directors 
may be tied to the breadth of responsibilities of the hall director role. Hall directors may 
perceive Self Management as contributing more to effectiveness because their previous work 
experiences may have been narrower in scope and less likely to have involved practice of 
these abilities. 
Supervisors rated the Communication factor higher than did hall directors. The 
Communication factor includes using verbal and written communication and consulting with 
others in diverse contexts. The use of Communication in complex work settings also may be 
less familiar to hall directors. Supervisors, because of the breadth and depth of their 
experiences and perspective, may find these abilities critical to effectiveness. Hall directors 
may be less likely to understand the need for strong communication skills, thus placing less 
importance on the ratings. Hall directors also may take these skills for granted and may need 
to be more sensitive to seeking learning experiences where these abilities are enhanced. 
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Gender, ethnicity, and the interaction of role and gender are significant for the Self-
Management factor. Hall directors, Caucasians/whites, male hall director supervisors, male 
hall directors, Caucasian/white supervisors, and Caucasian/white hall directors rated Self-
Management higher than did supervisors, minorities, female hall director supervisors, female 
hall directors, minority supervisors, and minority hall directors respectively. Female 
supervisors rated Human Resource Management higher than did male supervisors and female 
hall directors rated Human Resource Management higher than did male hall directors. The 
decision was to fail to reject Hypothesis 2 because there are differences in the means for two 
predictors (Table 4). 
The interaction of ethnicity and gender for the Self-Management factor provided 
interesting results. Caucasian/white males rated Self-Management higher than did minorities 
and females. This is true for both hall directors and supervisors. The Self-Management factor 
includes the ability to take initiative, be flexible, manage time, deal with frustration, and 
multi-task. This factor may be perceived to be more about self than others. It could be that 
Caucasian/white males place a higher importance on a factor they can personally control and 
that is less externally focused. Females and minorities may place less emphasis on issues of 
self. This phenomenon would benefit from additional study. 
Female supervisors and female hall directors rated Human Resource Management higher 
than did male supervisors and male hall directors. Human Resource Management included 
items such as ability to build trust and teams, select staff, motivate others, and evaluate 
personnel. The focus of this factor is on others. It may be that females place a higher 
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importance on others and relationships than males do. Again, additional research may clarify 
what contributes to this difference. 
Performance Appraisal Practices for Professional Hall Directors 
A literature review and two focus groups were utilized to develop the research instrument. 
The instrument includes 72 statements regarding the application of performance appraisal 
practices (Appendix H). Part II of the instrument includes eight statements regarding 
institutional practices. Part HI of the instrument had 64 statements that require judgment from 
the hall directors and hall director supervisors on their agreement with each statement. The 
factor scores were normally distributed (Appendix M). 
The eight statements in part H regarding institutional performance appraisal practice are 
intended to identify the organizational requirement, development, sanctioning, and 
conducting of the appraisal practice within the university (Table 5). From these data, it 
appears that housing/residence life and human resources departments typically require 
performance appraisals. The housing/residence life department primarily fulfills the role of 
developing the performance appraisal. A little over one-third of the human resources 
departments develop the process. In the sanctioning/approving of the process, the supervisors 
and the housing/residence life and human resources departments are involved similarly. With 
few exceptions, supervisors conduct the performance appraisal for hall directors. Among all 
universities surveyed there appears to be significant involvement in the sanctioning of the 
hall director performance appraisal practiced although a large percentage of respondents 
(45.5%) "don't know" if the university sanctions the process. The data for hall directors and 
hall director supervisors was analyzed separately (Appendix J). 
Table 5. Current Institutional Performance Appraisal Practices Reported by Hall Directors and Hall Director Supervisors (n = 
466) 
Item Yes No Don't Know Total 
n % n % n % n % 
The housing/residence life department 425 91.2 16 3.4 25 5.4 466 100.0 
requires performance appraisals. 
The institution's human resource 312 66.9 18 3.9 136 29.2 466 100.0 
department requires performance 
appraisals. 
The housing/residence life department 303 65.0 72 15.5 91 19.5 466 100.0 
develops the performance appraisal 
process. 
The institution's human resources 160 34.3 122 26.2 184 39.5 466 100.0 
department develops the appraisal 
process. 
The university sanctions/approves the 212 45.5 42 9.0 212 45.5 466 100.0 
appraisal process. 
The housing/residence life department 277 59.4 31 6.7 158 33.9 466 100.0 
sanctions/approves the appraisal 
process. 
The supervisors) of hall directors 255 54.7 68 14.6 143 30.7 466 100.0 
sanctions/approves the appraisal 
process. 
The hall director performance appraisal is 423 90.8 13 2.8 30 6.4 466 100.0 




The most remarkable finding from part II is the percentage of "don't know" responses 
attributed to hall directors. Over 90% of the "don't know" responses for identifying 
institutional practices were from the hall director group (Table 6). Supervisors appear to be 
informed about the development, sanctioning, and requirement of performance appraisal 
practices for the institution. It appears that more communication about the origination and 
approval of performance appraisal practices needs to occur with hall directors. 
For the 64 statements in part HI, hall directors and hall director supervisors indicated 
levels of agreement with each statement. Using the aggregate (including both hall directors 
and supervisors) means, 63 of the 64 statements were ordered from highest to lowest 
agreement (Table 7). Item 64, "At my institution, overall performance appraisal practice is 
effective" was withheld for separate analysis because this statement yields summative 
information about the overall performance appraisal practice. Items identifying significant 
supervisor involvement and focusing on developmental and positive change received the 
highest levels of agreement. Items that indicated solicitation of performance feedback from 
sources other than supervisors received the lowest levels of agreement. 
Ordering for mean supervisor responses (Appendix J) and hall director responses 
(Appendix J) created a similar but slightly different ordering than the aggregate ordering. 
This ordering was not used for additional analysis because it cannot be used statistically for 
comparative purposes, but does describe the review of practices as rated by the hall director 
and supervisor groups. 
Table 6. Percentage of "Don't Know" Responses Reported by Hall Director Supervisors (n=108) and Hall Directors (n=358) 
for Institutional Performance Appraisal Practices 
Item Supervisors Hall Directors Total 
n % n % n % 
The housing/residence life department requires 1 1.0 24 6.7 25 100.0 
performance appraisals 
The institution's human resource department 7 6.5 129 36.0 136 100.0 
requires performance appraisals. 
The housing/residence life department develops the 4 3.7 87 24.3 91 100.0 
performance appraisal process. 
The institution's human resources department 6 5.6 178 49.7 184 100.0 
develops the appraisal process. 
The University sanctions/approves the appraisal 18 16.7 194 54.2 212 100.0 
process w 
The housing/residence life department 11 10.2 147 41.1 158 100.0 
sanctions/approves the appraisal process. 
The supervisors) of hall director's 5 4.6 138 38.6 143 100.0 
sanctions/approves the appraisal process. 
The hall director performance appraisal is conducted 1 1.0 29 8.1 30 100.0 
by the hall director's supervisor. 
LA 
Table 7. Perceptions of Hall Directors (n = 358) and Hall Director Supervisors (n = 108) About Performance Appraisal 
Practices at Their Institution 
Standard 
Slilemenl Mean' Deviation Strongly Agree Agree Neulral Disagree Strongly Disagree Total 
n % n % n % n % n % n % 
At my institution performance appraisal 4.2 .8 165 35.4 230 49.4 33 7.1 13 2.8 8 1.7 449 96.4 
practice includes formal input from 
supervisors. 
At my institution performance appraisal 4.1 .8 124 26.6 267 57.3 32 6.9 21 4.5 5 1.1 449 96.4 
practice includes the opportunity to 
verbally comment on the feedback. 
At my institution performance appraisal 4.1 .8 123 26.4 245 52.6 60 12.9 19 4.1 2 0.4 449 96.4 
practice includes informal input from 
supervisors. 
At my institution performance appraisal 4.0 .8 110 23.6 281 60.3 39 8.4 22 4.7 5 I.I 457 98.1 
practice identifies areas needing 
improvement. 
At my institution performance appraisal 4.0 .8 109 23.4 281 60.3 40 8.6 19 4.1 8 1.7 457 98.1 
practice identifies areas of strength. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.9 .9 104 22.3 234 50.2 69 14.8 33 7.1 II 2.4 451 96.8 
practice includes identifying personal 
and professional goals. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.8 1.0 91 19.5 257 55.2 50 10.7 39 8.4 13 2.8 450 96.6 
practice includes effective verbal 
feedback. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.8 1.0 78 16.7 273 58.6 46 9.9 33 7.1 21 4.5 451 96.8 
practice is structured. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.8 I.I 120 25.8 200 42.8 60 12.9 52 11.2 16 3.4 448 96.1 
practice includes self assessment by 
the hall director. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.8 1.0 95 20.4 226 48.5 76 16.3 37 7.9 17 3.7 457 96.8 
practice is based on the hall director 
position description. 
my institution p 
practice includ< 
responsibility. 
At erformance appraisal 3.8 I.I 88 18.9 243 52.1 65 14.0 34 7.3 20 4.3 450 96.6 
ludes all areas of 
Table 7. (continued) 
Standard 
Statement Mean' Deviation Strongly Agree 
n % 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.8 I.I 110 23.6 
practice includes formal input from 
individuals supervised. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.7 .9 66 14.2 
practice includes identification of 
strategies to improve performance. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.7 1.0 80 17.2 
practice includes the opportunity to 
re-visit the feedback provided. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3 .7 1.0 94 20.2 
practice includes the opportunity to 
comment in writing on the feedback. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.7 I.I 107 23.0 
practice includes multiple 
observations of hall director 
performance by the evaluator. 
At my institution individuals who 3 7 .9 62 13.3 
conduct the appraisal process arc 
honest in their feedback. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.7 1.0 81 17.4 
practice includes effective written 
feedback. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3 .7 1.0 80 17.2 
practice is summative, i.e. a capstone 
activity that describes performance 
over a fixed period of time. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.7 1.0 61 13.1 
practice is based on expectations 
communicated when the position was 
assumed. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.7 1.0 78 16.7 
practice identifies professional 
growth goals. 
Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Total 
n % n % n % n % n %_ 
214 46.0 49 10.5 54 11.6 22 4.7 449 96.4 
267 57.3 69 14.8 31 6.7 16 3.4 449 96.4 
232 49.8 88 18.9 37 7.9 12 2.6 449 96.4 
218 46.8 78 16.7 48 10.3 12 2.6 450 96.6 
212 45.5 57 12.2 54 11.6 22 4.7 452 97.0 
253 54.3 101 21.7 32 6.9 9 1.9 457 98.1 
240 51.6 64 13.7 50 10.7 15 3.2 450 96.6 
231 49.6 77 16.5 45 9.7 16 3.4 449 96.4 
253 54.2 82 17.6 31 6.7 21 4.5 448 96.1 
228 49.0 89 19.1 42 9 0 21 45 458 98.3 
Table 7. (continued) 
Standard 
Statement Mean' Deviation Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Total 
n % n % n % n % n % n % 
At my inslituiion performance appraisal 3.6 1.0 58 12.4 224 48.2 105 22.5 50 10.7 12 2.6 449 96.4 
practice includes specific, behavioral 
feedback. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.6 1.0 58 12.5 224 48.1 104 22.3 50 10.7 20 4.3 456 97.9 
practice uses an accurate hall director 
position description. 
Al my institution performance appraisal 3.5 1.1 78 16.7 201 43.1 71 15.2 79 17.0 19 4.1 448 96.1 
practice includes informal input from 
individuals supervised. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.5 I.I 83 17.8 202 43.3 66 14.2 75 16.1 26 5.6 452 97.0 
practice includes information from 
multiple sources. 
Al my institution performance appraisal 3.5 1.0 54 11.6 218 46.8 97 20.8 60 12.9 21 4.5 450 96.6 
practice includes the identification of 
resources to improve performance. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.5 I.I 60 12.9 227 48.7 74 15.9 63 13.5 32 6.9 456 97.9 
practice occurs at regular, expected 
intervals. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.4 1.0 40 8.6 222 47.6 111 23.8 61 13.1 24 5.2 458 98.3 
practice accurately describes hall 
director performance. 
Al my institution performance appraisal 3.4 1.2 59 12.7 206 44.2 80 17.2 69 14.8 37 7.9 451 96.8 
practice is consistent. 
At my institution sufficient lime is given 3.4 1.0 31 6.7 222 47.6 116 24.9 55 11.8 33 7.1 457 98.1 
lo performance appraisal. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.4 1.1 62 13.3 185 39.7 84 18.0 92 19.7 27 5.8 450 96.6 
practice is a continuous ongoing 
process. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.3 1.0 36 7.7 183 39.3 149 32.0 70 15.0 19 4.1 457 98.1 
practice incorporates fulfilling the 
organizational mission. 
Ai my institution performance appraisal 3.3 1.0 43 9.2 177 38.0 131 28.1 82 17.6 18 3.9 451 96.8 
practice is tied to institutional goals. 
Table 7. (continued) 
Standard 
Statement Mean* Deviation Strongly Agree 
n % 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.3 I.I 37 7.9 
practice emphasizes the relative 
importance of different hall director 
responsibilities. 
At my institution the evaluation 3.3 1.0 27 5.8 
information is collected through 
prescriptive processes. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.3 1.0 31 6.7 
practice builds on previous appraisal 
feedback. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.2 1.0 22 4.7 
practice affects decisions regarding 
work assignments. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.2 I.I 43 9.2 
practice is formative, i.e. used in 
professional development and 
ongoing training decisions. 
At my institution hall directors who are 3.2 1.1 32 6.9 
new to the position receive timely 
appraisals. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.1 1.3 67 14.4 
practice affects salary decisions. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.1 I I 40 8.6 
practice affects internal promotion 
decisions. 
At my institution hall directors are given 3.1 1.2 45 9.7 
the appraisal criteria at the beginning 
of the appraisal period. 
At my institution hall directors arc 3.0 1.1 19 4.1 
sufficiently oriented to the appraisal 
process. 
At my institution opportunities for 3.0 I.I 27 5.8 
advancement are based on 
performance appraisals. 
Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Total 
n % n % n % n % n %_ 
203 43.5 114 24.5 72 15.5 31 6.7 457 98.1 
172 36.9 172 36.9 60 12.8 24 5.2 455 97.6 
185 39.6 139 29.7 71 15.2 29 6.4 455 97.6 
177 38.0 149 32.0 85 182 24 5.2 457 98.1 
154 33 0 119 25.5 100 21.5 31 6.7 447 95.9 
188 40.3 90 19.3 110 23.6 38 8.2 458 98.3 
142 30.4 107 23.0 76 16.3 65 14.0 457 98.1 
134 28.8 155 33.3 87 18.7 38 8.2 454 97.4 
163 35.0 94 20.2 110 23.6 44 9.4 456 97.9 
180 38.6 108 23.2 100 21.5 51 10.9 458 98.3 
126 27.0 163 35.0 88 18.9 50 10.7 454 97.4 
Table 7. (continued) 
Standard 
Statement Mean* Deviation Strongly Agree 
n % 
At my institution the reward system is 2.9 I.I 35 7.5 
tied to the performance appraisal. 
At my institution evaluators of 2.9 I.I 20 4.3 
performance have consistent 
standards. 
Al my institution evaluators of 2.9 1.0 16 3.4 
performance are trained in appraisal 
processes. 
At my institution performance appraisal 2.8 I.I 17 3.7 
practice includes informal input from 
peers. 
At my institution performance appraisal 2.8 1.2 19 4.1 
practice includes informal input from 
residents. 
At my institution performance appraisal 2.7 1.0 18 3.9 
practice occurs when it best benefits 
the hall director. 
At my institution performance appraisal 2.7 I.I 21 4.5 
practice includes informal input from 
student groups advised. 
At my institution hall directors have 2.7 I.I 24 5.2 
sufficient input in the development 
of the appraisal process. 
At my institution performance appraisal 2.7 I.I 12 2.6 
practice includes informal input from 
student leaders. 
Al my institution written feedback is 2.7 I.I 20 4.3 
provided prior to the performance 
appraisal discussion. 
At my institution performance appraisal 2.6 1.2 32 6.9 
practice includes formal input from 
student groups advised. 
Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Total 
n % n % n % n % n %_ 
120 25.8 131 28.1 122 26.2 50 10.7 458 98.3 
129 27.7 142 30.5 114 24.5 53 11.4 458 98.3 
113 24.3 156 33.4 134 28.8 38 8.2 457 98.1 
147 31.5 87 18.7 137 29.4 62 13.3 450 96.6 
132 28 3 87 18.7 145 31.1 67 14.4 450 96.6 
86 18.5 154 33.0 157 33.7 42 9.0 457 98.1 
103 22.1 114 24.5 143 30.6 67 14.4 448 96.1 
98 21.0 127 27.3 138 29.6 70 15.0 457 98.1 
121 26.0 95 20.4 156 33.4 67 14.4 451 96.8 
113 24.2 78 16.7 184 39.6 62 13.3 457 98.1 
86 18.5 93 20.0 151 32.3 87 18.7 449 96.4 
Table 7. (continued) 
Statement Mean* 
Standard 
Deviation Strongly Agree 











At my institution the hall director is 
effectively involved in the 
development of the performance 
appraisal practices. 
2.6 I.I 16 3.4 87 18.7 118 25.3 160 34.4 75 16.1 456 97.9 
At my institution hall directors impact 
who provides input in the 
performance appraisal. 
2.6 I.I 22 4.7 80 17.2 113 24.3 172 36.9 69 14.8 456 97.9 
At my institution performance appraisal 
practice includes formal input from 
residents. 
2.6 1.2 29 6.2 103 22.1 57 12.2 174 37.4 87 18.7 450 96.6 
At my institution performance appraisal 
practice includes informal input from 
maintenance staff. 
2.5 I.I II 2 4 94 20.2 92 19.7 158 33.8 93 20.0 448 96.1 
At my institution performance appraisal 
practice includes formal input from 
student leaders. 
2.5 I.I 18 3.9 80 17.2 79 17.0 186 398 87 18.7 450 96.6 
At my institution performance appraisal 
practice includes formal input from 
peers. 
2.4 I.I 16 3.4 71 15.2 66 14.2 203 43.6 92 19.7 448 96.1 
At my institution performance appraisal 
practice includes formal input from 
maintenance staff. 
23 I.I 18 3.9 56 12.0 83 17.8 179 38.4 113 24.3 449 96.4 
At my institution parents of students 
provide feedback in the performance 
appraisal. 
1.7 .9 3 0.6 20 4.3 45 9.7 159 34.1 228 48.9 455 97.6 
'Responses were made on a 5-point rating scale, with 1 = Strongly Disagree and 5 = Strongly Agree. 
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Factor Analysis and Identification of Performance Appraisal Practices 
The dimensionality for the aggregated responses to the 63 items in part m was analyzed 
using maximum likelihood extraction factor analysis. One item that read, "At my institution, 
overall the performance appraisal practice is effective" was omitted and used for independent 
analysis. Three criteria were used to determine the number of factors to rotate: the a priori 
hypothesis that the measure was unidimensional, a minimum eigenvalue of 1.0, and the 
interpretability of the factor solution. 
Twelve factors with eigenvalues equal to or greater than 1.00 were rotated using the 
varimax rotation procedure. The rotated solution (Appendix J) yielded nine interprétable 
factors. The naming of these factors was developed by providing the list of the grouped 
factored items to four student affairs professionals at Iowa State University. The four 
professional staff members reviewed each factor list and suggested names for each factor. 
The lists were compared and the factors were assigned the following names: Communication 
Exchange, Performance Feedback, Position Description and Responsibilities, Developmental 
Strategies, Hall Director Involvement, Outcomes and Decisions, Evaluator Traits, 
Developmental Priorities, and Direct Report Involvement. Aggregate mean scores for the 
factors ranged from 2.6 to 3.8 with Performance Feedback receiving the lowest rating and 
Direct Report Involvement receiving the highest rating (Table 8). 
All items with factor loading values of .400 or greater were considered for inclusion in the 
factors without additional analysis (Appendix J). If an item had a factor loading value less 
than .400 but appeared to be interprétable it was included in the factor as well. The minimum 
value for any included item was .363. For three factors, only one item loaded on the factor. 
Table 8. Hall Director Performance Appraisal Practices Factor Means with Instrument Items 
Factors Supervisors Hall Directors Aggregate 
Mean" Standard Mean* Standard Mean* Standard 
Deviation Deviation Deviation 
Factor 1 : Communication Exchange 4.1 .8 3.6 1.0 3.7 1.0 
Identifies areas of strength 
Identifies areas needing improvement 
Formal input from supervisors 
Is summative, i.e. a capstone activity that describes 
performance over a fixed period of time 
Is structured 
Information from multiple sources 
The opportunity to verbally comment on the 
feedback 
Occurs at regular, expected intervals 
Multiple observations of hall director performance 
by the evaluator 
Is consistent 
The evaluation information is collected through 
prescriptive processes 
Is a continuous ongoing process 
Factor 2: Performance Feedback 2.8 1.2 2.5 1.1 2.6 1.1 
Formal input from student leaders 
Formal input from student groups advised 
Informal input from student leaders 
Informal input from student groups advised 
Formal input from residents 
Informal input from residents 
Informal input from maintenance staff 
Formal input from peers 




Factor 3; Position Description and Responsibilities 3.9 .9 
Uses an accurate hall director position description 
Is based on the hall director position description 
Is based on expectations communicated when the 
position was assumed 
Emphasizes the relative importance of different 
hall director responsibilities 
Includes all areas of responsibility 
Accurately describes hall director performance 
Factor 4; Developmental Strategies 4.1 .7 
Identification of strategies to improve 
performance 
Identification of resources to improve 
performance 
Effective verbal feedback 
Specific, behavioral feedback 
Identifying personal and professional goals 
Opportunity to re-visit the feedback provided 
Effective written feedback 
Opportunity to comment in writing on the 
feedback 
Hall Directors Aggregate 
Mean* Standard Mean* Standard 
Deviation Deviation 
3.5 1.0 3.6 1.0 
3.6 1.0 3.7 1.0 
Table 8. (continued) 
Factors Supervisors Hall Directors Aggregate 
Mean* Standard Mean* Standard Mean* Standard 
Deviation Deviation Deviation 
Factor 5: Hall Director Involvement 3.2 1.1 2.8 1.1 2.9 1.1 
Hall director is effectively involved in the 
development of the performance appraisal 
practices 
Hall directors have sufficient input in the 
development of the appraisal process 
Hall directors are given the appraisal criteria at the 
beginning of the appraisal period 
Hall directors are sufficiently oriented to the 
appraisal process 
Hall directors who are new to the position receive 
timely appraisals 
Hall directors impact who provides input in the 
performance appraisal 
Written feedback is provided prior to the 
performance appraisal discussion 
Sufficient time is given to performance appraisal 
Factor 6: Outcomes and Decisions 3.2 1.1 3.0 1.1 3.1 1.1 
Affects salary decisions 
Opportunities for advancement are based on 
performance appraisals 
Reward system is tied to the performance 
appraisal 
Affects internal promotion decisions 
Affects decisions regarding work assignments 
Table 8. (continued) 
Factors Supervisors Hall Directors Aggregate 
Mean* Standard Mean' Standard Mean* Standard 
Deviation Deviation Deviation 
Factor 7: Evaluator Traits 3.4 1.0 3.1 1.0 3.2 1.0 
Evaluators of performance have consistent 
standards 
Evaluators of performance are trained in appraisal 
processes 
Individuals who conduct the appraisal process are 
honest in their feedback 
Factor 8: Developmental Priorities 3.2 .9 3.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 
Is tied to institutional goals 
Incorporates fulfilling the organizational mission 
Occurs when it best benefits the hall director 
Identifies professional growth goals 
Parents of students provide feedback in the 
performance appraisal 
Is formative, i.e. used in professional development 
and ongoing training decisions 
Builds on previous appraisal feedback 
Factor 9: Direct Report Involvement 4.0 .9 3.7 1.0 3.8 1.0 
Informal input from individuals supervised 
Informal input from supervisors 
Formal input from individuals supervised 
Factor 10: Miscellaneous 
Informal input from peers 
Factor 11 ; Miscellaneous 
Self-assessment by the hall director 
Table 8. (continued) 
Factors Supervisors Hell Directors Aggregate 
Mean' Standard Mean' Standard Mean' Standard 
Deviation Deviation Deviation 
Factor 12: Miscellaneous 
Formal input from maintenance staff 
Left as Independent Variable 
Overall, the performance appraisal practice is 
effective 
'Responses were made on a 5-point rating scale, with 1 = Strongly Disagree and 5 = Strongly Agree. 
Note: Factors 10, II, and 12 were not included in the analysis because they were only loaded on one item. 
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These items, "formal input from maintenance staff", "self-assessment by hall director", and 
"builds on previous appraisal feedback" were not used for further analysis. 
A one-way multivariate analysis of variance was conducted to determine the relationship 
of five demographic variables and their interactions to the nine performance appraisal 
practices factors. The demographic variables were role in the process, gender, ethnicity, years 
in position, and education. Two hypotheses were tested: 
Hypothesis 3. Hall directors and the supervisors responsible for the hall director 
performance appraisal hold different perceptions about the practices in 
the hall director performance appraisal process. 
Hypothesis 4. Gender, ethnicity, years of experience, and education are related to the 
perceptions held by hall directors and the supervisors responsible for 
the hall director performance appraisal about the practices of hall 
director performance appraisal. 
Differences in means occurred for role in the process for the factors Communication 
Exchange and Developmental Strategies. Supervisors rated Communication Exchange and 
Developmental Strategies higher than did hall directors. The interaction of role and gender 
was significant for the factor Evaluator Traits. Male supervisors and hall directors rated 
Evaluator Traits higher than did their female counterparts (Table 9). 
The decision was to fail to reject hypothesis 1. There are differences in means in the rating 
of competencies based on the roles in the appraisal process. Hall directors and hall director 
supervisors rated two practices factors differently. 
Table 9. Performance Appraisal Factors Mean Differences Attributed to Role in Process, Gender, and Education 
Source Performance Appraisal Significance Ela Observed Direction of Difference 
Factor as Dependent p<.05 Squared Power 
Variable 
Role in process Communication Exchange .002 .033 .894 Supervisors rated communication exchange 
higher than did hall directors. 
Developmental Strategies .000 .046 .972 Supervisors rated developmental strategies 
higher than did hall directors. 
Role*Gender Evaluator Trails .019 .021 .713 Male supervisors rated evaluator characteristics 
higher than did female supervisors. 
Male hall directors rated evaluator 




Performance Feedback .010 .025 .786 Males with a Master's degree rated performance 
feedback higher than did males with a 
bachelor's degree or less. Males with a 
Bachelor's degree or less rated performance 
feedback higher than did males with more than a 
Master's degree. 
Females with more than a Master's degree rated 
performance feedback higher than did females 
with a bachelor's degree or less. Females with a 
Bachelor's degree or less rated performance 
feedback higher than did females with a 
Master's degree. 
* Denotes interaction among sources of variability. 
Note: Ethnicity and Years in Current Position were included in the original model but were not significant. 
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The supervisors' rating of Communication Exchange and Developmental Strategies higher 
than did hall directors may be attributed to a number of reasons. Communication Exchange 
includes practices that identify hall director strengths and areas needing improvement, are a 
continuous, ongoing process, incorporate feedback from multiple sources, and are structured. 
Developmental Strategies include practices that identify strategies to improve performance, 
incorporate effective verbal and specific behavioral feedback, and provide the opportunity to 
communicate on the feedback in writing. Both of these factors focus primarily on improving 
performance rather than making judgments. The differences in ratings between hall directors 
and supervisors may be attributed to a lack of effective communication between supervisors 
and hall directors about the performance appraisal practice. Hall directors may not understand 
explicitly that the developmental activities of the supervisor are tied to the performance 
appraisal. It also could be that supervisors inflate their assessment of their contribution to 
staff development and learning through the appraisal process or that hall directors' 
underestimate the use of intentional practices to assist in hall director learning and 
subsequent improvement in performance. It would be important for practitioners to discern if 
these issues are present within their institution and what contributes to the rating differences. 
The interaction of gender and education was related to the factor Performance Feedback. 
Male respondents with a Master's degree rated performance feedback higher than did those 
with a Bachelor's degree or less. Female respondents with a Bachelor's degree or less rated 
Performance Feedback higher than did respondents with a Master's degree (Table 9). The 
decision was to fail to reject hypothesis 2. There are differences in the means of performance 
appraisal practices based on gender and education. 
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The interaction of gender and education provides interesting results for the factor 
Performance Feedback. Performance Feedback includes the practices of soliciting formal 
input from student leaders, student groups advised, residents, and peers. It also includes 
informal input from student leaders, student groups advised, and residents. Ignoring the more 
than a Master's degree category for male and female respondents because of low numbers of 
responses provided the following interaction. Male respondents with a Master's degree rated 
Performance Feedback higher than did male respondents with a Bachelor's degree or less. 
Female respondents with a Bachelor's degree or less rated Performance Feedback higher than 
did female respondents with a Master's degree. It might be expected that gender differences 
would exist based on the use of communication in soliciting feedback. However, the 
interaction effect of education with gender is reversed. Additional study is needed to 
determine the cause of the interaction effect. 
There are four hall directors and six supervisors with "more than Master's degree". These 
numbers were too small to draw conclusions for either male or female respondents. The 
numbers of hall directors and supervisors with a Bachelor's degree or less or with a Master's 
degree were sufficient to draw conclusions on education. 
Overall Effectiveness of Performance Appraisal Practices 
The mean values of the responses by hall directors and hall director supervisors for the 
part m, item 64 performance appraisal practice statement, "At my institution, overall 
performance appraisal practice is effective" were compared. The hall director supervisors' 
mean was 3.5 with a standard deviation of 0.9. The hall directors' mean was 3.2 with a 
standard deviation of 1.1. The mean values were found to be significantly different [F (1, 
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454) = 9.68, p = .002]. Supervisors indicated higher agreement than did hall directors with 
the statement. 
After identifying that supervisors and hall directors indicated significantly different levels 
of agreement it was decided to analyze supervisor and hall director individual institution 
responses for the part HI, item 64 statement, "At my institution, overall performance 
appraisal is effective". This analysis yielded a different result primarily because of the few 
numbers of responses for each category. The degrees of freedom were too low to provide 
many significant differences. However, of the 48 institutions for which usable responses were 
received, four had significant differences in the mean values of their responses to part ID, 
item 64. Of the four institutions, one had hall director responses with a higher mean value 
than the supervisors. The remaining three institutions had higher supervisor mean values than 
did the hall directors. 
A correlation analysis was conducted to determine the level of contribution of 
performance appraisal factors to the statement, "At my institution, overall, performance 
appraisal practice is effective". A significant relationship was found for seven of the nine 
factors when correlated with the statement (Table 10). The two factors with the highest 
correlations were Position Description and Responsibilities (r =. 476) and Performance 
Feedback (r =. 453). Of the nine, these two factors had the highest correlation to the 
responses to part HI, item 64 statement. 
Table 10. Pearson r Correlation Values for Part III, Item 64, "At my institution, overall performance appraisal practices are 
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Significance .727 .000* .000* .000* 000* .048* .000* .008* .119 





CHAPTER V. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Performance appraisal practices are critical to effective supervision and staff development 
and are believed to be inadequately conducted in student services. The purpose of this study 
was to identify the processes and overall effectiveness of performance appraisals for 
professional hall directors in large residence hall systems as perceived by hall directors and 
their supervisors. The study identified the differences that exist between the perceptions of 
hall directors and their supervisors concerning the practices and overall effectiveness of the 
appraisal process. It also identified the competencies associated with being an effective hall 
director. The effects of role, gender, ethnicity, years in position, and education on the 
competency and performance appraisal factors are identified. 
Competencies 
The study identified 49 competencies associated with being an effective professional hall 
director. There are no known studies of competencies for these professionals. Using the 
aggregate mean scores, all 49 competency statements were rated as "important", "very 
important", or "essential" to effectiveness as a professional hall director. None of the 
aggregate mean values for the competency statements were rated as "useful, but not 
important" or "not necessary" indicating that all of the competencies contributed to 
effectiveness. Using factor analysis for the aggregate responses, the 49 competency 
statements were grouped into nine factors: Self-Management, Strategic Planning, Human 
Resource Management, Student Development, Counseling and Intervention, Global 
Knowledge and Inclusiveness, Operations Management, Communication, and Group 
Processes. 
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There is general agreement between hall directors and hall director supervisors in 
identifying the relative importance of the competencies associated with being an effective 
professional hall director. On one factor, Self-Management, hall director ratings were higher 
than supervisor ratings. Self-Management includes the ability to take initiative, be flexible, 
manage time, deal with frustration, and multi-task. 
Supervisors rated the Communication factor higher than did hall directors. The 
Communication factor includes using verbal and written communication and consulting with 
others in diverse contexts. 
The implications for having identified competencies of an effective professional hall 
director working in a large residence hall system are significant for student services practice. 
For example, during the interview process for prospective professional hall directors, it may 
be possible to develop selection criteria based on the competencies. The interview questions 
may be designed to elicit the level of skill, ability, and understanding held by candidates so 
that good hiring decisions can be made. Integrating competency factors and their relative 
importance's in assessing candidates can create a higher likelihood of future success for the 
candidate and the organization. 
The identification of these competencies in candidates may also assist in making decisions 
regarding building or work assignments. Individuals with skill and ability in Human 
Resource Management may be assigned to large or difficult staffs. Individuals with skill in 
Group Processes may receive the opportunity to advise student government. Candidates who 
understand and have practiced Student Development can be assigned to communities housing 
greater numbers of traditional-age freshmen who are usually experiencing transitional issues 
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and need more guidance. The use of competency statements when assessing candidates can 
create a good fit for the individual and the organization. 
For ongoing staffing practices recognizing the skills, abilities, and understanding of 
competencies held by individual hall directors can inform many supervisory decisions. What 
learning needs to occur for the hall directors)? What professional conferences would best 
assist the hall directors in increasing their effectiveness? Which professional development or 
ongoing training activities are needed to reinforce positive behaviors or help address 
shortcomings in effectiveness? Who is ready for additional challenges and complexity in 
work assignments? 
These competencies also provide a framework for developing position descriptions and 
job duties, and evaluating performance. These competencies also transcend institutional 
boundaries and establish parameters for mobility within the residence life profession. An 
institution can become identified as developing highly effective and competent staff that has 
demonstrated an ability to learn. Hall directors with these attributes are excellent candidates 
for advanced professional opportunities beyond the hall director position. In the long-term, 
this can create competition for hall director positions at the institution as potential hall 
directors seek to realize the best professional experience. 
The implications for future research on competencies also are significant. Brandel (1995) 
conducted a study of competencies associated with an effective CHO. An analysis of those 
findings in relation to the identified hall director competencies could be the basis for future 
research. Some of the competencies rated as "important" for hall directors, such as ability to 
budget, understanding facilities management, and ability to understand and work with 
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political dynamics may be "essential" to being an effective CHO. Other studies could 
investigate correlations between hall director competencies and the competencies for other 
student affairs professional staff. The hall director position provides an excellent breadth of 
experience. The knowledge, skills, and abilities established in this professional role may tie 
to other middle and senior level positions within a student services or university environment 
and create a foundation for supporting career advancement outside of residence life. As 
performance appraisal practices are employed, it is valuable to maintain these competencies 
as long-term outcomes of the process. To establish the strongest foundation for future mid-
level and senior-level staff, it will be critical that supervisors create an environment where 
hall directors can learn and demonstrate competence in the nine competency areas. 
Performance Appraisal Practices 
The findings of the study regarding performance appraisal provide information regarding 
the actual practice of performance appraisal within student affairs, information lacking in 
current literature. The factors associated with performance appraisal practices for 
professional hall directors in large residence hall systems are identified and analyzed. The 
presence of these factors in performance appraisal is rated and the factors are correlated with 
the ratings of overall effectiveness. These findings will assist in strengthening performance 
appraisal practices within large residence systems. 
Through a literature review and focus groups, the instrument was developed with eight 
statements for part II and 64 statements for part m regarding performance appraisal practices. 
For part H, hall directors and supervisors indicated the current application of performance 
appraisal practices at their institution using "yes', "no", or "don't know" as responses. The 
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results from part II of the instrument regarding institutional practices demonstrated a 
remarkable difference between hall director and hall director supervisor ratings. Most 
noteworthy was the lack of knowledge by hall directors regarding the development and 
sanctioning of the performance appraisal process. It appears that many hall directors cannot 
identify the origination and sanctioning of the performance appraisal process, except for 
departmental involvement in the process. In contrast, most supervisors can identify the 
origination and sanctioning of the performance appraisal practice. It would be expected that 
hall directors and supervisors have similar levels of understanding about the performance 
appraisal practices at their institution. Increased communication, including an orientation to 
the entire performance appraisal process, appears to be needed so that higher levels of 
understanding of the process can be established. 
For part m, hall directors and hall director supervisors indicated levels of agreement with 
the 64 statements using a 5-point scale. Sixty-three of the 64 performance appraisal practices 
statements received mean scores ranging from 1.7 (disagree) to 4.2 (agree). Item 64 was 
withheld for individual analysis. Using factor analysis for the aggregate responses, the 63 
performance appraisal practices statements were grouped into nine factors: Communication 
Exchange, Performance Feedback, Position Description and Responsibilities, Developmental 
Strategies, Hall Director Involvement, Outcomes and Decisions, Evaluator Traits, 
Developmental Priorities, and Direct Report Involvement. Differences were found in the 
mean ratings of the performance appraisal factors based on role, gender, and education. 
Item 64, "At my institution, overall the performance appraisal practice is effective" also 
had respondents indicate levels of agreement with the statement. The hall director 
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supervisors' mean score was 3.5 with a standard deviation of 0.9. The hall directors' mean 
score was 3.2 with a standard deviation of 1.1. Supervisors indicated significantly higher 
agreement with the statement than did hall directors. A correlation analysis of the 
performance appraisal factors with the hall director responses to the statement, "At my 
institution, overall performance appraisal is effective" was conducted. This analysis indicated 
that the two factors. Position Description and Responsibilities and Performance Feedback, 
had the strongest, positive correlations with the statement. 
To increase hall director agreement with the "overall effectiveness" statement, 
practitioners may wish to focus on improving the practices in these two factors. The factor 
Position Description and Responsibilities includes having and using an accurate position 
description for hall directors. It also indicates that performance appraisal practices should 
incorporate expectations communicated when the position is assumed, include all 
responsibilities of the hall director, identify relative importance of hall director duties, and 
describe performance accurately. 
The Performance Feedback factor can be best described as gathering information about 
performance from multiple sources. Student leaders and groups, residents, peers, and 
maintenance staff are identified sources for feedback. Including information from these 
sources may enhance hall directors' levels of agreement with the statement that "...overall 
performance appraisal practice is effective." 
Gilley and Maycunich (2000) strongly support the concept that work environments 
become learning organizations. As members of academic institutions with education as a 
primary focus, it is crucial to acknowledge that there are important parallels with the 
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assessment of teaching and the impact on learners and the implementation of effective 
performance appraisal practices on the development of professional hall directors. Linn and 
Gronlund (1995) describe classroom assessment procedures similarly to the processes used to 
evaluate professional performance. The nature of assessment may be maximum performance 
or typical performance. Depending on the goal of the assessment, performance may be 
evaluated through aptitude and achievement tests, attitude, interest, and personality 
inventories, observation techniques, and peer appraisals. The use in classroom instruction 
includes placement assessment, where readiness tests, aptitude tests, self-report inventories, 
and observational techniques are used. Formative assessment includes teacher made tests, 
custom tests, and observation. Diagnostic tests are used to determine learning difficulties 
caused by intellectual, physical, environmental, or emotional problems. At the conclusion of 
the learning process, both classroom education and work performance require judgments, 
such as grades or raises, respectively. If "supervisor" is substituted for "teacher" and "hall 
director" for "individual" or "learner" the similarities between the assessment of teaching and 
the practices of effective performance appraisal become apparent. It is important to remember 
that the emphasis in both instances is on the progress in learning and skill development and 
to engage effective evaluative strategies to enhance, measure, and assess that learning. 
With the information developed and identified through the study, an opportunity exists to 
establish a performance management model for the professional hall director position in large 
residence hall systems. The identification of competencies and comprehensive performance 
appraisal practices can be utilized to establish the model. This model would assist in 
identifying quality candidates, defining effective orientation and training programs regarding 
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all aspects of effective staffing practices, monitoring and enhancing the learning developed 
though participation in the programs, creating developmental plans to maximize the 
likelihood for hall director effectiveness, creating career path opportunities, and meeting the 
need to make necessary judgments regarding performance and subsequent rewards. A 
significant commitment is needed to establish a performance management model but the 
organizational and individual rewards warrant the effort. 
As a last recommendation, it should be noted that the study focused on the competencies 
and performance appraisal practices at 48 ACUHO-I institutions. It might be valuable for 
individual institutions to conduct a self-assessment of their performance appraisal practices 
and overall effectiveness. This review, using the practices identified in the study, will allow 
residence life practitioners to assess their own processes for developing staff. The 
identification of competencies is the first step in the staff development process. The 
comprehensive and effective application of well-known and accepted performance appraisal 
practices makes mastering the competencies possible. 
On an institutional level, practitioners may want to ask, What performance appraisal 
practices are present? What practices are believed to be necessary for an effective appraisal? 
How can the practices be more effectively implemented? The purpose of the research did not 
include asking the respondents what they believed needed to be included in effective 
performance appraisal processes. However, the literature review and focus groups were 
designed to develop a list of practices that was inclusive of effective practices. Given that 
appraisal practices often fall short of the models proposed, future research might be designed 
to identify what should be included in a performance appraisal process for involved parties to 
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view the process as credible. A complicated and time-consuming process might not be 
needed to ensure that the developmental goals and necessary judgments are accomplished. A 
useful but abbreviated performance appraisal practice may meet the needs of the 
organization, hall director, and hall director supervisor. 
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APPENDIX A. HUMAN SUBJECTS REVIEW FORM 
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Iowa State University 
Human Subjects Review Form 
(Please type and use the attached instructions for completing this form) 
1. Title of Project: Performance Appraisal Practice of Professional Hall Director in Large Residence Hall Svstem 
2. I agree to provide the proper surveillance of this project to insure that the rights and welfare of the human subjects are 
protected. I will report any adverse reactions to the committee. Additions to or changes in research procedures after the 
project has been approved will be submitted to the committee for review. I agree that all key personnel involved in 
conducting human subjects research will receive training in the protection of human subjects. I agree to request renewal 
of approval for any project continuing more than one year. 
Feb. 5. 2001 TO&&L, 
Date Signature of principal investigator 
Peter D. Enclin 
Typed name of principal investigator 
Dean of Students Office 
Department 
(515) 294-1020 and penglin@iastate.edu 
Phone number and email 
1010 Student Servcies Building 
Campus Address 
2a. Principal investigator 
• Faculty È3 Staff • Postdoctoral 
3. Typed name of co-principal investigator(s) 
Dr. Jeannie Sneed 
Dr. Chervl Hausatiis 
E Graduate Student Q Undergraduate Student 
Date Signature of co-principal investigators) 
3a. Co-Principal investigators) (check all that apply) 
18 Faculty • Staff • Postdoctoral Q Graduate Student • Undergraduate Student 
3b. Typed name of major professor or supervisor 
(if not a co-principal investigator) 
Date Signature of major professor or supervising 
faculty member 
4. Typed names of other key personnel who will directly interact with human subjects. 
5. Project (check all that apply) 
• Research 13 Thesis or dissertation Q Class project Q Independent Study (490, 590, Honors project) 
6. Number of subjects (complete all that apply) 
900+ # adults, non-students # ISU students # minors under 14 # other (explain) 
# minors 14-17 
7. Status of project submission through Office of Sponsored Programs Administration (check one) 
• Has been submitted Q Will be submitted El Will not be submitted 
7a. Funding Source: Principal Investigator 
8. Brief description of proposed research involving human subjects: (See instructions, item 8. Use an additional page 
if needed.) (Include one copy of the complete proposal if submitting to a Federal sponsor.) 
12/00 
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Items J-K Explain what actions would be taken to insure minimal risk. 
Item L Specify the agency or institution that must approve the project, [f subjects in any outside agency or institution 
are involved, approval must be obtained prior to beginning the research, and the letter of approval should be 
filed. 
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9. Informed Consent: • Signed informed consent will be obtained. (Attach a copy of your form.) 
EI Modified informed consent will be obtained. (See instructions, item 9.) 
10. Confidentiality of Data: Describe below the methods you will use to ensure the confidentiality of data obtained. (See 
instructions, item 10.) 
A master list will be established by the principle investigator where a numercial code will be assigned to each 
particpating institution. The instruments, with institutional code, will be distributed as a packet to each institution for 
completion. Neither the actual name of each institution nor individual respondents will be recored on the instrument. 
The return address information will be to an individual who does not have access to the master list of instimtions and 
codes. This individual will coordinate data entry. As instruments are returned, the principle investigator will be notified 
of the code on the returned packet so returns can be tracked. 
At the conclusion of data entry, anticipated to be April 15, 2001, identifying codes will be removed for the instruments. 
11. Will subjects in the research be placed at risk or incur discomfort? Describe any risks to the subjects and precautions 
that will be taken to minimize them. (The concept of risk goes beyond physical risk and includes risks to subjects' 
dignity and self-respect as well as psychological or emotional risk. See instructions, item 11.) 
None 
12. CHECK ALL of the following that apply to your research: 
• A. Medical clearance necessary before subjects can participate 
• B. Administration of substances (foods, drugs, etc.) to subjects 
• C. Physical exercise or conditioning for subjects 
• D. Samples (blood, tissue, etc.) from subjects 
• E. Administration of infectious agents or recombinant DNA 
• F. Application of external stimuli 
D G. Application of noxious or potentially noxious stimuli 
• H. Deception of subjects 
• I. Subjects under 14 years of age and/or 
D Subjects 14-17 years of age 
• J. Subjects in institutions (nursing homes, 
mental health facilities, prisons, etc.) 
• K. Pregnant women 
• L. Research must be approved by another 
institution or agency (attach letters of approval) 
If you checked any of the items in 12, please complete the following in the space below (include any attachments): 
Items A G Describe the procedures and note the proposed safety precautions. 
Items D-E The principal investigator should send a copy of this form to Environmental Health and Safety, 118 Agronomy 
Lab for review. 
Item H Describe how subjects will be deceived; justify the deception; indicate the debriefing procedure, including the 
timing and information to be presented to subjects. 
Item I For subjects under the age of 14, indicate how informed consent will be obtained from parents or legally 
authorized representatives as well as from subjects. 
12/00 
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Iowa State University Human Subjects Review Form 
OFFICE USE ONLY 
EXPEDITED FULL COMMITTEE ID# CA' 315 
PI Name Peter D. Enclin Title Interim Dean of Strudents 
Checklist for Attachments 
The following are attached (please check): 
13. 13 Letter or written statement to subjects indicating clearly: 
a) the purpose of the research 
b) the use of any identifier codes (names, #'s), how they will be used, and when they will be removed (see item 18) 
c) an estimate of time needed for participation in the research 
d) if applicable, the location of the research activity 
e) how you will ensure confidentiality 
f) in a longitudinal study, when and how you will contact subjects later 
g) that participation is voluntary; nonpanicipation will not affect evaluations of the subject 
14. • A copy of the consent form (if applicable) 
15. Q Letter of approval for research from cooperating organizations or institutions (if applicable) 
] 16. EJ Data-gathering instruments 
IT. Anticipated dates for contac: with subjects: 
First contact Last contact 
February 12. 2001 June 1. 2001 
Month.Day Year Mcr.th.Day "Year 
• 3 .  I f  a p p l i c a b l e :  a n t i c i p a t e : :  d a t e  : h a :  i d e n t i f i e r s  w i l l  b e  r e m o v e d  f r o m  c c m p i e t e c  s u r »  e y  i n s t r u m e n t s  a n d .  o r  
audio or visual tapes w:!i be erases. 
June 1. 2001 
Month.Day Tear 
Department or Administrative Unit 
20. Initial action by the Institutional review aoarc (LKiJ): 
i l tH/K l?c<LÛ -S 
3 Project approved 2 Pending Further Review 2 Project not approved 
Date Date 
O No action required 
Date 
21. Follow-up action by the IR3: 
/ 
Project approved Project not approved Project not resubmitted 
Date Date 
Patricia M. Keith 
Name of 1RS Chairoerson Approval Date Signature of 1RS Chairperson 
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E-mail to CHOs Included in Delphi Process 
As a member institution of the Association of College and University Housing Officers -
International that houses more than 4000 students, your department has been selected to 
participate in a study of hall director performance appraisal practices. This research will be 
valuable in improving practices intended to assist hall directors in becoming more effective. 
This part of the research will only take 3 minutes to complete. 
You only need to provide: 
1. Confirmation that you employ professional Hall Directors. 
If no, please send that response and you have finished. 
If yes, please continue: 
2. The number of professional hall directors you employ. 
3. The name, address, phone number, and e-mail of the staff member primarily involved 
in hall director performance appraisal. 
4. The total number of staff directly involved in conducting the hall director 
performance appraisal. 
The initial part of the study utilizes a Delphi Technique where primary supervisors will assist 
in identifying the competencies associated with an effective professional Hall Director. Your 
university is part of that group. 
The primary study will involve hall directors and staff who conduct the appraisal. This group 
will complete an instrument that ranks the importance of the competencies, identifies 
practices of performance appraisal, and the effectiveness of the practices. The survey 
instrument will require about 15 minutes to complete and will be provided as a packet to the 
staff member primarily responsible for hall director appraisal. They will be asked to 
distribute, collect, and return the instruments. Your university will also be included in that 
portion of the study. 
Individual institutional responses will not be identified in the study. Numerical codes will be 
assigned to each instrument to insure confidentiality. No one but the principle investigator 
will have access to institutional responses and the institutional codes. 
Thanks much for your assistance. Should you wish to receive a summary of the completed 
research, please let me know. 
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E-mail to CHOs 
As a member institution of the Association of College and University Housing Officers -
International that houses more than 4000 students, your department has been selected to 
participate in a study of hall director performance appraisal practices. This research will be 
valuable in improving practices intended to assist hall directors in becoming more effective. 
This part of the research will only take 3 minutes to complete. 
You only need to provide: 
1. Confirmation that you employ professional Hall Directors. 
If no, please send that response and you have finished. 
If yes, please continue: 
2. The number of professional hall directors you employ. 
3. The name, address, phone number, and e-mail of the staff member primarily involved 
in hall director performance appraisal. 
4. The total number of staff directly involved in conducting the hall director 
performance appraisal. 
The study will involve hall directors and staff who conduct the appraisal. This group will 
complete an instrument that ranks the importance of the competencies associated with an 
effective professional hall director, identifies practices of performance appraisal, and the 
effectiveness of the practices. The survey instrument will require about 15 minutes to 
complete and will be provided as a packet to the staff member primarily responsible for hall 
director appraisal. They will be asked to distribute, collect, and return the instruments. Your 
university will also be included in that portion of the study. 
Individual institutional responses will not be identified in the study. Numerical codes will be 
assigned to each instrument to insure confidentiality. No one but the principle investigator 
will have access to institutional responses and the institutional codes. 
Thanks much for your assistance. Should you wish to receive a summary of the completed 
research, please let me know. 
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Follow-up Telephone Text to CHO's 
This is a follow-up call regarding an e-mail from Pete Englin at Iowa State University about 
a month ago asking if you employ professional hall directors. (If they didn't remember 
receiving the email it was sent to them again). (If their response was "yes" they did employ 
professional hall directors they were asked the following questions:) 
1. The number of professional hall directors you employ 
2. The name, address, phone number and email of the staff member primarily involved in 
hall director performance appraisal 
3. The total number of staff directly involved in conducting the hall director performance 
appraisal. 
Thank you for your help. 
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January 12,2001 
Dr. Virginia Arthur 
Associate Director of Residence 
Iowa State University 
1210 Friley Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011-2100 
Dear Ginny, 
Attached is a list of universities that are potentially eligible to be included in my dissertation 
study. I have yet to confirm which institutions employ professional hall directors. With your 
experience, you may already know who employs professional hall directors and can select 
institutions accordingly. 
Part of the study will include competencies identified with an effective, professional hall director. 
I am intending to do a Delphi Technique with 15 of these universities. I am asking for you to 
assist me in identifying 15 institutions with exemplary programs. Would you be willing to 
identify the 15 universities, in consultation with other residence life staff? 
The question I will ask through e-mail of the hall director supervisors) from these 15 institutions 
is "What would you identify as essential competencies for an effective, professional hall 
director?" 
I will compile the list and use it as a part of the survey instrument. The primary part of the survey 
is to research the practice of performance appraisal (as it is defined in current literature). I will 
either request a rank of importance or a validation of essential competencies in my final 
instrument. 
Thanks much for your assistance! 
Pete Englin 
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First Iteration E-mail to Hall Director Supervisors Included in Delphi Process 
As a member institution of the Association of College and University Housing Officers -
International that houses more than 4000 students and employs professional Hall Directors, 
your department is one of 15 that has been selected to participate in the first portion of a 
study of hall director performance appraisal practices. This research will be valuable in 
improving practices intended to assist hall directors in becoming more effective. This part of 
the research will only take 20 minutes to complete. 
You need to respond by e-mail to the following question: 
"What competencies are required for an effective hall director?" 
The responses of all 15 institutions will be compiled and duplicates will be eliminated. The 
list will be re-distributed to the 15 institutions, including you, for another review. 
Individual institutional responses will not be identified in the study. Numerical codes will be 
assigned to each instrument to insure confidentiality. No one but the principle investigator 
will have access to institutional responses and the institutional codes. 
Thanks much for your assistance. Should you wish to receive a summary of the completed 
research, please let me know. 
Peter D. Englin 
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Second Iteration E-mail to Hall Director Supervisors Included in Delphi Process 
As a member institution of the Association of College and University Housing Officers -
International that houses more than 4000 students and employs professional Hall Directors, 
your department is one of 15 that has been selected to participate in the first portion of a 
study of hall director performance appraisal practices. This research will be valuable in 
improving practices intended to assist hall directors in becoming more effective. This part of 
the research will only take 5 minutes to complete. 
You and many of your colleagues have already responded to the following question: 
"What competencies are required for an effective hall director?" 
From the initial responses from the 15 institutions contacted the following list was compiled 
and duplicates eliminated. The list is being re-distributed to the 15 institutions, including you, 
for one last review. 
Please review the list below and place an "X" before any item you believe should NOT be 
included in a comprehensive list of competencies for an effective Hall Director. 
All items you believe should be included in the list should be left as is. 
If you believe the list is incomplete, please add the item(s) to the bottom 
of the list. 
Individual institutional responses will not be identified in the study. Numerical codes will be 
assigned to each instrument to insure confidentiality. No one but the principle investigator 
will have access to institutional responses and the institutional codes. 
If I could receive your responses by Monday, April 9,2001, it would be greatly appreciated! 
Thanks much for your assistance. 
Peter D. Englin 
Interim Dean of Students 
Iowa State University 
1010 Student Services Building 
Ames, Iowa 50011-2222 
Phone: (515) 294-1020 
Fax: (515) 294-5670 
penglin@iastate.edu 
LIST OF COMPETENCIES 
Understanding of Student Development Theory 
Mediation 
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Basic counseling & ability to effectively refer 
Crisis intervention 
Understanding of learning theory 
Time management 
Ability to work independently 
Ability to take initiative 





Understanding of gender issues 
Problem solving 
Group facilitation 




Written communication skills 
Verbal communication skills 
Group goal setting 





Ability to understand the big picture 
Ability to motivate others 
Knowledge of signs of drug and alcohol use/abuse 
Ability to build trust 
Ability to work collaboratively with faculty and other professionals on campus 
Understanding of higher education trends and issues 
Train staff 
Personnel evaluation 
Understanding of facilities management 
Customer service attitude (and knowing when and when not to use it) 
Ability to understand political dynamics and work with those 
Student advocate 
Organizational dynamics 
Understanding of basic legal issues 
Ability to maintain healthy balance 
Life long learner 
Flexible 
Deals with frustration appropriately 
Willing to embrace change 
94 
Ability to multi-task 
Additional Competencies add below: 
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Pilot Cover Memo 
To: Hall Director and Hall Director Supervisory Staff 
Department of Residence 
Iowa State University 
From: Pete Englin 
1010 Student Services Building 
Date: April 10, 2001 
RE: Performance Appraisal Practice 
As a member institution of the Association of College and University Housing Officers -
International that houses more than 4000 students, your department has been selected to pilot 
a study of hall director performance appraisal practices. This research will be valuable in 
improving practices intended to assist hall directors in becoming more effective. This part of 
the research will only take 20 minutes to complete. 
The attached instrument was designed to identify and evaluate competencies and practices 
associated with an effective performance appraisal. Do not identify yourself by writing your 
name on the instrument. 
I am asking that you complete the instrument and share the following information. 
First, note your start and stop time in completing the instrument. Please record the length of 
time it takes to complete the instrument at the top right corner of first page of the instrument. 
Second, should any statement or question be unclear to you, please note your questions 
directly on the instrument by the statement or question requiring additional clarification. 
Suggested wording would be appreciated. No one individual's statements will be identified. 
Last, please comment if the instructions need clarification. Please be specific. 
Following completion, place the instrument in the addressed envelope provided, seal it, and 
place it in Campus Mail. Please mail by 5:00 p.m., Friday, April 13. 
Thanks much for your assistance. 
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APPENDIX D. FOCUS GROUP ON PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL PRACTICES -
PARTICIPATION CONSENT FORM 
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Title of the Study: Performance Appraisal Practice of Professional Hall Director in 
Large Residence Hall Systems 
Focus Group Participation Consent Form 
You are invited to be in a research study of performance appraisal practices for professional 
hall directors at large residence hall systems. You were selected as a possible participant 
because you are employed by a member institution of the Association of College and 
University Housing Officers - International that houses more than 4000 students and are 
directly involved in hall director performance appraisal practices at your institution. 
We ask that you read this document and ask any questions you may have before agreeing to 
be in the study. This study is being conducted by Iowa State University. 
The purpose of this study is to identify effective performance appraisal practices for 
professional hall directors. This part of the research will only take 45 minutes to complete. 
If you agree to be in this study, we will ask you to respond to the following questions. These 
questions are designed to elicit practices associated with an effective performance appraisal. 
1. Describe an effective hall director performance appraisal process. 
2. What would you include in an effective hall director performance appraisal? 
3. What decisions should be based on the performance appraisal process? 
4. When are effective performance appraisals conducted? 
5. How frequently do you believe performance appraisals should be conducted to be 
most effective? 
6. How is feedback regarding performance best communicated? 
7. What role does the hall director play in performance appraisal? 
8. Who should provide information about performance, either directly or indirectly, in 
the appraisal process? 
9. How should performance appraisal criteria be established? 
10. What would improve the performance appraisal process for you? 
11. What would make the performance appraisal process more useful? 
This study has the following risk. There may be discomfort in describing effective practices 
with your peers. 
The benefits of participation are assisting in the development of professional hall director 
performance appraisal practices that are more effective. 
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As a participant in this study, your responses will be taped, transcribed and collectively 
compiled. The transcript will be used to develop an instrument that describes and evaluates 
effective practices. To insure confidentiality, no one individual's statements will be identified 
in the tape or the transcript. Only the principal investigator and a typist will have access to 
the tape. The typist will not be able to identify specifically who made any recorded 
statements. The tape will be kept until Junel, 2001. At that time the tape will be erased. 
Your decision whether or not to participate will not affect your current or future relations 
with Iowa State University. If you decide to participate, you are free to withdraw at any time 
without affecting those relationships. 
The researcher conducting this study is Peter Englin. You may ask any questions you have 
now. If you have questions later, you may contact the researcher at: 
1010 Student Services Building 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 50011-2222 
(515)294-1020 
e-mail penglin@iastate.edu 
If you wish to talk to someone other than the researcher, please contact Dr. Thomas Hill, 
Vice President for Student Affairs, Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa 50011. His phone 
number is (515) 294-4420. 
You will be given a copy of this form to keep for your records. 
Statement of Consent 
I have read the above information. I have asked questions and have received answers. I 
consent to participate in the study. 
Signature Date 
Signature of Investigator Date 
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APPENDIX E. INTRODUCTION TO THE FOCUS GROUPS ON PERFORMANCE 
APPRAISAL PRACTICES 
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As a member institution of the Association of College and University Housing Officers -
International that houses more than 4001 students, your department has been selected to 
participate in a study of hall director performance appraisal practices. This research will be 
valuable in improving practices intended to assist hall directors in becoming more effective. 
This part of the research will only take 45 minutes to complete. 
The following questions are designed to elicit practices associated with an effective 
performance appraisal. Please respond honestly. Your responses will be transcribed and 
collectively compiled. No one individual's statements will be identified. 
1. Describe an effective hall director performance appraisal process. 
2. What would you include in an effective hall director performance appraisal? 
3. What decisions should be based on the performance appraisal process? 
4. When are effective performance appraisals conducted? 
5. How frequently do you believe performance appraisals should be conducted to be 
most effective? 
6. How is feedback regarding performance best communicated? 
7. What role does the hall director play in performance appraisal? 
8. Who should provide information about performance, either directly or indirectly, in 
the appraisal process? 
9. How should performance appraisal criteria be established? 
10. What would improve the performance appraisal process for you? 
11. What would make the performance appraisal process more useful? 
Thanks much for your assistance. Should you wish to receive a summary of the completed 
research, please let me know. 
Peter D. Englin 
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APPENDIX F. HALL DIRECTOR AND SUPERVISORY STAFF FOCUS GROUPS 
TEXT ON PERFROMANCE APPRAISAL PRACTICES 
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Hall Director Focus Groups 
Focus Group Text Related Instrument Statements 
1. Describe an effective hall director 
performance appraisal process 
It should happen on a regularly scheduled basis, 6 
months, a year, whatever. 
How often should performance appraisal occur? 
I think it is something that is structured and on a 
timeline and is consistent for all employees, all hall 
directors. 
Performance appraisal practice is structured. 
Performance appraisal practice is consistent. 
Hall directors should be given criterion that they 
will be appraised on ahead of time so they will 
know what's being looked at. 
Hall Directors are given the appraisal criteria at the 
beginning of the appraisal period. 
It should be in writing. Hall Director performance appraisal includes 
effective written feedback. 
It should include some kind of conversation 
between all participants and or part of the appraisal 
process. 
Performance appraisal practice includes dialogue 
between participants. 
I think it should cover everything that is involved in 
a hall director's position and go along with 
expectations that the hall director's are given when 
they start their position or their job description. 
The performance appraisal is based on the Hall 
Director position description. 
The performance appraisal is based on expectations 
communicated when the position was assumed. 
I think it's to provide insight to what the hall 
director's doing extremely well but focus on areas 
in which the hall director can improve and provide 
resources for strategies to improve in those areas not 
just to identify the areas. 
The performance appraisal identifies areas of 
strength. 
The appraisal identifies areas needing improvement. 
The appraisal includes the identification of 
resources to improve performance. 
The appraisal includes identification of strategies to 
improve performance. 
2. What would you include in an effective ball 
director performance appraisal? 
I think multiple voices. More than one person's 
opinion and some insights to the hall director's 
performance. 
The appraisal includes information from multiple 
sources. 
The appraisals of not only who supervises you but 
who you supervise should also be included in that 
because they can be and can be and have been very 
different so I think that needs to be included in on 
that. In our case the RA's, how the RA's appraise 
us should be included in on that and who ever our 
supervisor's are. 
The appraisal includes formal input from 
supervisors. 
The appraisal includes informal input from 
supervisors. 
The appraisal includes formal input from 
supervisees. 
The appraisal includes informal input from 
supervisees. 
I would also include voices of not just those whom 
I've supervised but anyone, not anyone from my 
contact group, because my job isn't just limited to 
the supervision of staff it's also as an advisor to 
student group and collaborator of the maintenance 
of the building. I don't know that every single 
performance appraisal needs to be as comprehensive 
as that but once a while. 
The appraisal includes formal input from student 
groups advised. 
The appraisal includes informal input from student 
groups advised. 
The appraisal includes formal input from 
maintenance staff. 
The appraisal includes informal input from 
maintenance staff. 
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Focus Group Text Related Instrument Statements 
It's definitely an opportunity to go by and say, 
"Hey, hall director's appraisal is coming up please 
comment on any of the hall director's you've got 
contact with" and I think that's a little less than 
formal than just forms. 
See informal above. "Input from multiple sources." 
I think as far as what needs to be included in the 
performance appraisal was touched on and 
answered in the first question but being sure that the 
content of the appraisal is related to the content of 
expectations and that you know that you will be 
evaluated on and that you, in addition to being 
aware of what you are going to be evaluated on and 
actually be evaluated on the things that you're asked 
to do both directions. 
See above. "Informed of criterion and expectations 
included." 
3. What decisions should be based on the 
performance appraisal process? 
Q: Can you define decisions, what do you mean by 
that? A: How would your supervisor use the 
information? 
Raise decisions. The performance appraisal affects salary decisions. 
I would say no I'm not. No I don't. You don't have 
no way of doing a raise but I just think it's - in 
corporations that I've worked its been the raise has 
been based on how much money they have to spend 
and not how good you are as a person so they can 
only spend 2 percent then we should try to look at 
that's the cap your at the highest. I really don't 
think they should be monitored but how else are 
corporations going to give you a raise. 
N/A 
Areas of focus like different things you think you 
can improve upon meaning also areas where they 
can be used more effectively. 
See above. "Areas of improvement." 
The performance appraisal affects decisions 
regarding work assignments. 
Possibly decision. Also if someone is looking to be 
hired from within. I don't understand. I don't 
understand this profession. If you are the right hall 
director and you've done well for your department 
why don't they hire from within. I don't understand 
that. Where I use to come from if you did right you 
moved right up the ladder and maybe this 
university's policy or this departments, I don't see 
that. The things that appraisals are based on moving 
on up maybe I just missed part of it in other 
divisions and I just don't see that here and I could 
be wrong. 
The performance appraisal affects internal 
promotion decisions. 
4. When are effective performance appraisals 
conducted? 
I think that most hall directors probably been in the 
position for 2 or 3 years and you would want to 
have them more frequently than once a year. Also 
have the opportunity to have feedback from both 
RA's and students as well. 
The performance appraisal includes formal input 
from residents. 
The performance appraisal includes informal input 
from residents. 
I really like that we had one, it was 3 months after 
we started just to kind of let us know how things 
New to the position Hall Directors receive timely 
appraisals 
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Focus Group Text Related Instrument Statements 
were going. 
Technically, I would say once a semester or each 
semester would realistically be helpful. 
See above. "How often should performance 
appraisal occur?" 
I would prefer them during down time when I have 
time to synthesize what I've gained, what I've 
learned from the appraisal or prior to during my 
planning period for the upcoming semester. 
The performance appraisal occurs when it best 
benefits the Hall Director. 
Perhaps a formal performance appraisal should be 
done once a semester and then it should be ongoing 
feedback. 
The performance appraisal is a continuous, ongoing 
process. 
5. How frequently do you believe performance 
appraisals should be conducted to be most 
effective? 
A new hall director should be 3,6, 12 when they 
should be evaluated and I think after your first year 
it should be 6,12. 
See above. "How often do effective appraisals 
occur?" 
6. How is feedback regarding performance best 
communicated? 
In writing followed by conversation for me. The performance appraisal includes effective 
written feedback. 
A conversation followed by in writing for me. The performance appraisal includes effective verbal 
feedback. 
Yes, because what you said that you're in a 
precarious situation when you don't agree. We've 
had it both ways. Me supervising a RA or me being 
supervised by whomever. You don't agree with 
them but to offer to them by saying, "Excuse me but 
that wasn't me". But you feel you want to defend 
yourself or defend what they are or what you feel 
but then "Well I guess I can take it" but then you 
say "I can take it off their evaluation" but you feel 
awkward. So I agree with communication followed 
by written. I think it puts the person in an awkward 
place. 
The performance appraisal includes the effective 
opportunity to verbally comment on the feedback. 
The performance appraisal includes the effective 
opportunity to comment in writing on the feedback. 
But also follow-up by opportunity to entertain 
questions. I think we could meet again at a later 
date to follow-up. 
The performance appraisal includes the opportunity 
to re-visit the feedback provided. 
I think this is what you are saying, "but to have like, 
1 guess for me this would be the most effective thing 
to have the official meeting and then to a week later, 
2 weeks later have a follow-up meeting. You know 
a follow-up conversation to, you know, not to get 
my reactions but to get my "okay this is what I'm 
going to do with that feedback". So I think part of it 
is timing like he said about being like right before a 
planning period or whatever but to also give me the 
time to not just to get my reaction but to be 
thoughtful and how I'm going to be constructive 
with it. Does that make sense? 
See above. "Opportunity to comment and re-visit." 
I think where in the part it needs to be 2 parts. One, 
a general statement by the evaluators, by the 
candidates the other part should really be specific 
See above. "Opportunity to comment" 
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and broken down. These are the areas that you're 
talking to do that are really, really structured. 
I guess I also think that looking at the situation I 
would get the most out of the evaluation that came 
from my direct supervisor. The person whom I 
have the most contact with weekly contact with as 
to oppose to supervisory community where that 
contact is part of many. Not that I don't think that 
these are valid points raised but I think that my 
direct supervisor would have be the best position to 
provide feedback. 
The Hall Director performance appraisal is most 
effectively conducted by the Hall Director's 
supervisor. 
The Hall Director performance appraisal is 
conducted by the Hall Director's supervisor. 
7. What role does the hall director play in 
performance appraisal? 
Self-appraisal. The performance appraisal includes self-assessment 
by the Hall Director. 
I think also to ask for a feedback about the specific 
piece of the job. If I'm really concerned about how 
I'm handling my supervision of my staff, I think 
they need to say that. Say, "please pay special 
attention to how I supervise my staff is a concern of 
mine". 
The performance appraisal includes specific, 
behavioral feedback. 
I also like what she was saying about the meeting a 
week or 2 weeks later to process through it and that 
the hall director has a piece in that the hall director 
needs to provide something after they, after he or 
she has received the feedback. 
See above. "Opportunity for Hall Director to 
comment and re-visit." 
8. Who should provide information about 
performance, either directly or indirectly, in 
the appraisal process? 
The direct supervisor should I think should be the 
person doing the performance appraisal but that 
they should give opportunities to other people by 
soliciting feedback like the supervisory team, 
custodial maintenance staff, students in our 
building. I mean we do a lot of looking at those 3 
questions that are on the house surveys that they can 
get feedback as hall directors. That needs to be 
revised. 
See above. "Input from multiple sources." 
I would put colleagues as well because I work very 
closely with many other hall directors on different 
initiatives or task forces. I would like to know how 
my participation contributes to my colleagues 
exactly. 
The performance appraisal practice includes formal 
input from peers. 
The performance appraisal practice includes 
informal input from peers. 
I think in a way a hall director provides a lot of their 
own feedback in the perceptions that the supervisor 
has what's going on in your building are based upon 
what you've shared. I think a lot of the times that's 
what they use them for as far as perceptions as to 
how you are interacting with your staff, you're 
interacting with students just how you should act 
But I don't think necessarily that's the most 
objective way. 
The appraisal process is most effectively conducted 
by a team. 
That's partly why I really favor having my 
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performance appraisal done by a team of people as 
opposed to one person. Because it's based on our 
reflection what I've shared with my supervisors. 
Then I would like as many people to have had 
insight to that as possible. Those who don't meet 
with me regularly and know exactly what I mean 
when I write something but those who can infer and 
try to think of the ramifications of what I'm actually 
saying is going on in my building or with my 
actions to get a different picture of it. 
Where it's possible get perspective from faculty and 
staff or other people that have worked with the hall 
director outside the department or university 
community, workshops. 
See above. "Input from multiple sources." 
9. How should performance appraisal criteria 
be established? 
It should match the job description, expectations 
given, as part of the job. 
See above. "Based on position description." 
It should include components of the mission 
statement and how we carry that out. 
The performance appraisal incorporates fulfilling 
the organizational mission. 
I guess I'd like to be evaluated or appraised or 
whatever term you want to use maybe the goals or 
things that I came in wanting to work on. So maybe 
even have like written in things that I said at the end 
of the semester I want to be evaluated on these 
things that I came here wanting to work on. You 
know it might be different for everyone of us but 
this is what I said I wanted to do and I'm doing it or 
how well am I doing it. 
The appraisal includes personal, professional goals. 
10. What would improve the performance 
appraisal process for you? 
Q: Improve over? A: Make it most effective, the 
pieces that are most important. 
I would say that we all expect one, regularly 
scheduled ones, or the processes of appraisal 
explained. 
The performance appraisal process is effectively 
explained. 
To have them regularly and to know they are 
coming but for them to actually happen. 
The performance appraisal occurs at regular, 
expected intervals. 
Wide variety of perspectives. See above. "Input from multiple sources." 
For the supervisor to continually follow-up in my 
areas, areas to work on I think that's a problem with 
the performance appraisal. Is that you tell the 
person this is the area you need to work on but then 
it's not touched on again until the next year and you 
are still doing the same thing. I think that does a 
disservice to us as hall directors when it's touched 
upon like you need to work on this, this, this and 
then it's never followed through or not another 
conversation to this. "Hey remember we talked 
about this in your evaluation about you doing you 
know reaching out to the students and I'm still 
hearing that your staying in your office not getting 
out to the houses that's just not a good for next year. 
See above "Ongoing feedback and areas needing 
improvement". 
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You know the RA's are appraising you again and 
you're not reaching out." Well a whole year has 
gone by. So I would say, and I know it's hard but 
we do have one on one lunches weekly. I just think 
that's something I do with my RA's but I give them 
some areas to work on that is something we talk 
about at least once or twice a month on our one on 
ones. I want to make sure they are working on 
those areas of improvement. 
Kind of along with that too depending on what 
we're working on to give us support and also 
provide information that we need that I thought we 
could use to improve on. Obviously if you're not 
getting up on your houses on your own. Some areas 
might be more like something that you need support 
or something from your colleagues in that area or 
supervisors or someone outside the department 
See above. "Areas needing improvement. " 
11. What would make the performance 
appraisal process more useful? 
Once again the follow-up and 1 just wish that more 
appraisals were not, it's very disheartening when 
you get a "really good" when you get all whatever it 
is, "excellents" or whatever the department does or 
the university does and then you get a 2 percent 
raise and then you think okay. So you've done a 
great job and now you are making $500 more a year 
whoopee. To me it's a blow. 
The reward system is tied to the performance 
appraisal. 
I think timeliness. They say we are going to get a 3-
month appraisal but it would be 3 months. But if 
that's not possible they do it in 6 months then 
another 6 months. I think just letting us know when 
it's going to happen. Also letting us know what's 
going to be on it, what's to be expected, what we 
are expected to be able to do to accomplish, what 
we want to accomplish. 
See above. "Timeliness and expectations." 
I think there is also maybe some kind of area where 
they can address collaterals and other things we are 
doing not specifically the Hall Director job. Like 
committees, like selection, and student government 
advising. 
The performance appraisal includes all areas of 
responsibility. 
We don't have a specific Department of Residence 
evaluation we use the university's evaluation. The 
categories are really broad. I think you can get to an 
evaluation of hall director but because we are a big 
school we are using the human resources evaluation 
instead of something more specific to our positions. 
The written performance appraisal instrument is 
effective for evaluating the Hall Director position. 
I think it's a good idea that I mentioned earlier. 
Because we are a large university if the department 
has to use and work to establish our merit raises for 
the board of regents for all politics use that one and 
I like said my feelings will be hurt when I get 
excellents but then only get a 2 percent raise. But 
then give me the real nitty gritty on the DOR and 
See above. "Reward system." 
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make it a part of my personnel file and don't have a 
problem with that. But lets get some questions that 
are more suited toward your collateral assignments 
and things of that nature. I understand there are 
politics and things that you have to do in large 
institutions in order to meet board of regent's 
standards and everything else. 
I really think whatever evaluations you are using but 
even 2 sections - 1 would be overall effectiveness 
and 1 would be like improvement and areas you 
would want to work on. So for me if I wanted to 
work on going to house meetings or visibility or 
something like that. Overall I might be effective but 
that might be a big improvement from last. 
See above. "Effective appraisal instrument" 
You want to see your progress. See above. "Ongoing feedback." 
Yes, like individual progress and how it fits into the 
big picture. 
See above. "Ongoing feedback and mission." 
Or it could be from the last performance appraisal 
what you have really done good on since our last 
conversation. 
The appraisal process builds on previous appraisal 
feedback. 
Yes, so it's individual but it's also big picture being 
consistent with the rest of the group. 
See above. "Mission." 
I think what it would make it most useful to me is if 
it were a true process as its written here and not an 
event that occurred, but a process that I'm involved 
with from the beginning of setting up the 
expectations and expectations of my appraisal and 
of my performance. Then being a part of that 
appraisal event and then moving onto the processing 
piece of that meeting or feedback that was 
disseminated. That would be followed up with 
again over the course of the next appraisal. 
The performance appraisal is a continuous, ongoing 
process. 
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1. Describe an effective hall director 
performance appraisal process 
I think the process needs to be collaborative. I think 
the hall director plays a role through in a variety of 
ways. I think a self-assessment on the hall director 
is really effective. Conversation with, in our case 
the supervisory team, based on the completion of 
some kind of written evaluation that defines both 
their skills, their areas of strength, their areas that 
they need to continue working on, additional 
professional development, challenges. Things they 
can do beyond what they are already doing, not 
necessarily to add more work on to what they do but 
to give them a more complete or full professional 
experience. I think they also need to have some 
kind of action plan where at the end whatever those 
areas for improvement are can be identified, ways to 
go about that improvement are identified and are 
mutually agreed upon and revisited. 
The Hall Director is effectively involved in the 
development of the performance appraisal practices. 
Performance appraisal includes self-assessment by 
the Hall Director. 
Performance appraisal includes effective written 
feedback. 
The performance appraisal includes identifying 
areas of strength. 
The performance appraisal includes identifying 
areas needing improvement. 
The appraisal includes identification of strategies to 
improve performance. 
The appraisal process results in an action plan. 
The performance appraisal includes re-visiting the 
feedback provided. 
I would also like to see students be part of the 
process, either the staff that they supervise or the 
students that they serve in the capacity of hall 
directors. 
The performance appraisal includes formal input 
from residents. 
The performance appraisal includes informal input 
from residents. 
The performance appraisal includes formal input 
from supervisees. 
The performance appraisal includes informal input 
from supervisees. 
I think it's very helpful to get information from a 
variety of people who may be in a position to 
comment on performance appraisal of whether or 
not that is a direct supervisor's or not, that other 
people, as students would be one example. But 
there are probably other people around the 
university that could have some input as well. 
Overall, the appraisal includes information from 
multiple sources. 
2. What would you include in an effective ball 
director performance appraisal? 
I think some of things that were said before but 
everything from how they've reached their goals. 
In our case are they working on their building plan, 
or how they are achieving things in their building 
plan, positive feedback, negative feedback, daily 
tasks, future tasks. 
The appraisal includes personal, professional goals. 
I think something that, are they meeting their 
minimum qualifications, minimum requirements, 
are they getting their weekly reports in, are they 
having their meetings and what are they doing 
beyond that too. I think more subjective types of 
things, are they getting out in their hall and meeting 
their students and making positive contacts with 
them before their having to meet with them for 
The performance appraisal is based on expectations 
communicated when the position is assumed. 
The performance appraisal is based on the Hall 
Director position description. 
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judicial's and things like that. 
I think you know some of the comments about 
student input. One of the ways we've been able to 
do that is through the house feedback survey and 
that's helpful information. The RA, CA ARC 
feedback has also been utilized. Specifically, at the 
end of the year performance appraisals. And so I 
think all those things are important and helpful 
because supervisors only have a certain perspective 
and only see the hall directors at certain times and 
certain kind of situations and so to get a more 
complete view I think that going beyond that 
supervisory group. I wonder sometimes about peers 
and the helpfulness. I think there is really some 
positive possibilities in using peer evaluations or 
peer feedback. I also know that sometimes that can 
be a little bit tricky or whether or not if people are 
willing to do that or at least do it and not be 
anonymous and I don't necessarily think 
anonymous would be very helpful. 
The appraisal includes formal input from 
supervisees. 
The appraisal includes informal input from 
supervisees. 
The appraisal includes formal input from residents. 
The appraisal includes informal input from 
supervisees. 
The appraisal includes formal input from peers. 
The appraisal includes informal input from peers 
Input from peers is important in appraisal practices. 
I think so far we get that feedback informally and 
readily and can utilize that in the evaluation process 
but the peer, but we agree that the informal way I 
don't think that we would get what we need out of 
that but in an informal from them telling us things 
about how their peers are doing. I think that can be 
utilized when they are being evaluated. 
See above. "Peer input" 
And I also think that what happens with that is that 
we're able to encourage them then to share that 
information with their peer and then their behavior 
gets reflected in their evaluation about their 
willingness to participate in the growth and 
development of their peers. 
See above. "Peer input 
I think that we are hinting around it and given 
details that I guess the concept would be 
triangulations. That there are several different 
assessment measures. I think there is a risk with it 
or at least a caution and that is that the person being 
evaluated needs to know maybe what carries the 
most weight or what's the bottom line, what's the 
minimum expectation. When you are getting so 
many voices, which I think is so important and 
valuable, it also makes it more difficult for the staff 
member or professional to know what's really 
significant to their advancement or development. 
The performance appraisal practice emphasizes the 
relative importance of different Hall Director 
responsibilities. 
One of the things that we've done or tried to do at 
least is to provide them in the summer with a copy 
of the written performance appraisal so that they can 
see for new staff in free months this is the form we 
are going to be filling out regarding your 
performance. For returners who have already seen 
it just a reminder "okay this is the form that we 
use". So I think it helps establish some expectations 
Hall Directors are given the appraisal criteria at the 
beginning of the appraisal period. 
See above. "Expectations" 
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but also sets up an opportunity to ask questions 
about what some of these things mean and how do 
they play out in terms of my role as a hall director. 
Then what is considered quality performance in this 
area. I think we've opened it up, I don't think 
we've explored it a lot. I think we've done a better 
job of it over the last couple of years in terms of 
laying out those expectations so that they have a 
better idea of what we are expecting of them and 
what we will be evaluating. 
3. What decisions should be based on the 
performance appraisal process? 
Continuation. The hall director's continuation in 
their role. Areas where maybe there are 
improvement expectations that must be meet 
beyond just suggestions. I think the performance 
appraisal offers that opportunity, I don't think that 
it's appropriate for somebody to find out in their 
performance appraisal they haven't been doing a 
good job. I think that kind of feedback should be 
coming all along but certainly at that time when it's 
a very formal situation you can give back some 
information. 
The performance appraisal is a continuous, ongoing 
process. 
I also think that when we place hall directors in 
buildings we're making a lot of assumptions. We 
see their resume, we talk to their references, but we 
may not have the best fit for that hall director in the 
building we place them in and that may be the time 
to explore, that have the skills and doing their tasks 
but we put them in a building that was too 
challenging for them, too easy for them, and maybe 
that would be the time for us to look at what that 
placement should be for the following academic 
year. 
The performance appraisal affects decisions 
regarding work assignments. 
I might add too, that we get a sense or it's a time 
when we really talk about their skills and that might 
give us a sense of not only what building but maybe 
what kind of assignment within the department. 
You know, whether or not they should be a student 
government advisor or be supervising OA's at the 
hall desk or whatever it might be. I think again it's 
an opportunity for us to look at the overall picture 
and make some determinations about best fit for 
continuation. 
See above "Work Assignments" 
Along with that, I would just say that in addition to 
placing people where their strengths in situations 
where they can utilize their strengths that would 
also give us the opportunity to place people in areas 
where they could develop some of the stills that 
they are lacking a little bit. 
The performance appraisal identifies areas of 
strength. 
The performance appraisal identifies areas needing 
improvement. 
Well, I think sometime that's a good time for us to 
find out what it is that they want, what they feel like 
they've gained, what is it that they want to gain, in 
Performance appraisal practice includes dialogue 
between participants. 
See above. "Goals" 
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terms of experience and skills and whatever. Then 
offer them opportunities based on some of that even 
like beyond what we think necessarily they need but 
what they want to do. 
I think salary wherever possible should be 
connected to this process. And 1 think that staff that 
is doing an outstanding job or if there's been 
significant improvement over the years they should 
be reward for that. 
The performance appraisal affects salary decisions. 
4. When are effective performance appraisals 
conducted? 
I think it's an ongoing process. Clearly there are 
formal times and settings when the discussion may 
be more in depth but that is continuous process 
throughout the course of the year with periodic 
check points where it moves to a level of being a 
little bit more formal. 
See above. "Ongoing" 
I think it goes back to what she was saying whereas 
you set out the expectations. You check in 
periodically with what they are doing so that when 
you get to the formal evaluation process in the 
spring or whenever you are doing it that they know 
exactly where they are and how they are doing and 
nothing is a surprise. 
See above. "Ongoing" 
The performance appraisal should have a formative 
component. 
The Hall Director appraisal should have a 
summative component. 
5. How frequently do you believe performance 
appraisals should be conducted to be most 
effective? 
I think it's an ongoing process. I mean the formal 
performance appraisal. I think the three-month after 
the new staff and annual for all staff makes sense. 
That's what we do currently. But it can't be 
compartmentalized into those 2 times it needs to be 
constant. 
See above. "Ongoing, formative, summative" 
I think the formal should occur twice a year. See above "Summative" 
I think early on that a three-month, it we would 
have done a three-month with this current staff 
would have been as effective as it was when we did 
it by the time we got all the feedback together. But 
by the time we got all the feedback together. I think 
the other things we need to do and this may be, I not 
really sure, is that making sure that we are doing 
performance appraisals in the same time frame. 
That if we have a problem employee it's within the 
P&S guidelines. For if you are going to discontinue 
their employment that you make sure that the P&S 
guidelines say that something needs to be written in 
six months or whatever that you tie those two 
together and I'm not sure we are doing that 
See above. "Formative" 
The university sanctions performance appraisal 
practice. 
I would like, I think it would be nice if we could do 
them twice a year. I think of the size of our staff 
and what it takes to put these together in terms of 
our team approach. It would be a lofty goal. I mean 
I think it would be helpful to the staff member and I 
How often should formal performance appraisal 
occur? 
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think it would be a good process for us. I think the 
time constraints given the size of our staff make that 
a challenge but I would agree that would be ideal. 
I guess I was just thinking ideally because I 
certainly agree with what you just said. 
6. How is feedback regarding performance best 
communicated? 
In person. In writing. I think it needs to be both. I 
think it needs to be a conversation where the staff 
member is not just being told things but has an 
opportunity to be part of a conversation about why 
certain perceptions exist, why certain kinds of 
information has appeared on that written document. 
But I think it also needs to be a written document 
that the hall director gets a copy of. That it's gone 
through completely because I think, it's like 
anything in writing you read, how you read it, 
unless somebody else provides that additional 
perspective in terms of where the concepts come 
from, where the ideas came from. I think it can be 
misinterpreted or people might not identify the 
things that are very significant as being significant. 
Just based on however they would chose to read it, 
like email, you don't know. 
The performance appraisal includes effective 
written feedback. 
See above. "Dialogue" 
I think the more formal the feedback the more it 
should be in written form. I believe it can be as 
effective if delivered face to face without any 
additional documentation on this. I guess it depends 
on the use and the formality of the situation because 
sometimes I don't think writing is necessary for it to 
be effective. 
See above. "Written feedback and dialogue" 
I would add also that I think I find it helpful 
whenever there's a written piece that I have the 
opportunity to read it before the actual face-to-face 
conversation. I think it allows me to come with the 
kind of questions I want to ask the areas I would 
agree and disagree and would want some more 
information. So I think that for hall directors to 
have that written piece prior to the actual meeting is 
valuable. 
Written feedback should be provided prior to the 
performance appraisal discussion. 
7. What role does the hall director play in 
performance appraisal? 
I think they need to play a very active role and do a 
self-evaluation of themselves and listen to and 
evaluate where they are, what their perception of 
where they are is, and then be active in the 
conversation when that evaluation is presented as to 
this is what our perception is of where you are and 
their perception and have a conversation about that. 
I think the conversation piece of it is probably the 
most effective. 
See above. "Dialogue" 
8. Who should provide information about 
performance, either directly or indirectly, in 
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the appraisal process? 
Directly, I think its supervisors, the students who 
are supervised. I think that it could be the students 
who are involved, whether it's the graduate assistant 
who is supervised by the hall director at the desk, 
students who are supervised by the hall director or 
advised by the hall director who have student 
government or leadership roles. I think those all 
need to be direct. I think the indirect could be 
appears. I think also in our situation given the 
amount of contact they have our association director 
would have direct feedback but our director might 
have more indirect feedback. 
The appraisal includes formal input from 
supervisors. 
The appraisal includes informal input from 
supervisors. 
The appraisal includes formal input from student 
leaders. 
The appraisal includes informal input from student 
leaders. 
I'd add to that. I think there are expectations that 
we have of the hall directors that we need to look 
who they're having those contacts with and ask 
those folks. Like I think of the custodial walk­
through. Maybe if they've been on a particular 
renovation or projects, maintenance staff or... 
The appraisal includes formal input from 
maintenance staff 
The appraisal includes informal input from 
maintenance staff. 
If they've had a collateral? 
Yes, service. I think one of the other things that's 
been done with me in the past is to ask me "who 
should give this additional feedback, who do you 
feel that you've worked with, who do you think 
would have feedback that would be appropriate for 
a performance appraisal". Folks from outside, even 
the department and collateral's I think would be 
good for input. 
Hall Directors impact who provides input in the 
performance appraisal. 
I'm curious. Does anybody, what about parents that 
the hall director may have had contact with? Does 
anybody think that would be an appropriate source 
if there were a way to do that. I'm not sure where I 
am on that. 
Parents of students provide feedback in the 
performance appraisal. 
I can't imagine, I would imagine it would be hard to 
figure out who those parents' are. And given for 
some it might be a very small number. Would 
people be willing to provide that kind of feedback? 
It's more, it is customer service kind of feedback. I 
think it also speaks to their ability to communicate 
everything, policy, rationale, all that kind of stuff. 
See above. "Parents" 
And you know the other thing is, I think some of 
these other folks who have interactions with hall 
directors have an idea what the hall directors are 
expected to do. And so their ability to provide 
feedback might be based on something that the hall 
director actually knows he or she is expected to do 
as opposed to the parents who might feel like "well 
he or she didn't move my son to the room he 
wanted so that person is not an effective hall 
director". 
See above. "Parents " 
Yeah, just bring that up as a question because it 
seems like there are a lot more conversations with 
parents going on now than there has been. 
See above. "Parents" 
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Well some hall directors have more contact with 
parents than others. Just if you look at Maple you 
know there is that intentional parent connection or 
family connection. So it's a little different 
See above. "Parents" 
9. How should performance appraisal criteria 
be established? 
I think it should be based on a written job 
description. I think that that's probably a base line 
place to start. I also think that professionally, for 
Iowa State for instance, as an institutional member 
of ACHUO there are standards that the expectations 
that probably are standard. The Council for the 
Advancement of Standards has standards for 
housing and resident life programs. Those tend to 
list what general expectations there are should be of 
professional staff. I think those are a couple of 
ways. 
The performance appraisal is based on the Hall 
Director position description. 
The performance appraisal incorporates fulfilling 
organizational mission. 
All that plus any additional expectations that have 
been established in advance. Whether that's by the 
supervisory team or during the training period or 
whatever. 
See above. "Expectations" 
I think in the same way that I don't think folks 
should be surprised by what kind of feedback they 
get. They also shouldn't be surprised by the 
expectations. Now sometimes I think there are 
some baseline expectations of professionals that we 
have that don't always get directly communicated. 
We assume people understand we assume it's 
common knowledge and sometimes we find out that 
it's not. I'm not sure how you get to that. 
See above. "Expectations" 
10. What would improve the performance 
appraisal process for you? 
Time. More time. Sufficient time is given to performance appraisal. 
Ditto. See above. "Sufficient time" 
Having more time to do it, having more time to 
deliver the information. It tends to be something 
that comes at a time of year when you can't stop 
everything else your doing and just focus on it. So 
you give it the amount of time and attention that you 
can and have but it typically doesn't feel like it's 
enough. 
See above. "Sufficient time" 
For me if we wouldn't have to do so many at the 
same time. If we could spread it out so that we 
weren't madly typing, how many, 7 or whatever we 
had to do this last 6 month or 3 month evaluation, 
performance appraisal 
See above. "Sufficient time" 
Well I think that it's such a, our process is such that 
we each do one individually and then we try and get 
together and talk about before we pull things 
together and deliver the message. It's not like it 
was in the past where somebody sat down and ask 
other people for feedback, pull that information 
together, typed it up and had a meeting. There are 
Overall, the performance appraisal practice is 
effective. 
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Focus Group Text Related Instrument Statements 
more steps now and I think those are positive. I 
think we get a much fuller picture of the 
performance but it takes more time. 
I think that time will vary based on the amount of 
people we have to do this with. This year we have 
7, say next year we have 2 or 3. Again the time will 
vary. 
See above. "Sufficient time" 
11. What would make the performance 
appraisal process more useful? 
Opportunity to revisit shortly after and an 
opportunity to do some real action planning where 
we are able to follow-up on some of that kind of 
stuff. I mean I think the folks who are staying when 
we do a performance appraisal in May or June 
we're able to, we're able to ask those questions but 
then we get into a whole new cycle where it's really 
very pragmatically when people are on vacation, 
people are doing things that are not sort of the 
typical academic year things. So by the time you 
get back to it, it's fall semester and they're in the 
middle of something else. Again it takes their focus 
and time and so asking people to do this action 
planning I think is valuable but they, I think they 
struggle. I mean even when we do building plans, 
which are sort of ongoing yearlong action plan they 
struggle with that. And are probably in a panic right 
now because they have to bring those to our next 
meeting. And I think the action plans are very 
much in their heads and so being able to do some 
follow-up, hold people accountable and remind 
them while you are trying to take care of other 
things. It's tough, but I think it's something that we 
need to do, we need to be able to revisit those areas 
for growth from the performance appraisal in order 
to really help them. Now the interesting thing is for 
those that are leaving, the only thing we really have 
the opportunity to do is to ask them "so what are 
you going to do with this feedback" or "how are you 
going to make use of this in the future" and then 
they are gone and you never know. 
The performance appraisal includes the opportunity 
to re-visit the feedback provided. 
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APPENDIX G. PILOT TEST SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
118 
HALL DIRECTOR PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL PRACTICE # 
The purpose of this instrument is to gain insight into the current performance appraisal practices for 
professional Hall Directors. Approximately 800 professional hall directors and supervisors at ACUHO-I 
member institutions are being surveyed, so every response is critical. Your individual responses to this survey 
will remain anonymous. Institutional responses will not be identified in any published report or article. By 
responding to this survey you are giving your consent to participate in this study. 
Please respond to each question by circling the appropriate response. This survey should take approximately 
15 minutes to complete. When you are finished please return the completed instrument in the sealed envelope 
to your university's facilitator. Their name is listed on the envelope provided. 
This research study has been reviewed and approved by the Institutional Review Board-Human Subjects in 
Research, Iowa State University. For research-related problems or questions regarding subjects' rights, the 
Institutional Review Board may be contacted through Janell Meldrem, IRB Administrator, Human Subjects 
Research Office, 15 Pearson Hall, Ames, LA 50011 at (515) 294-4566 (e-mail: meldrem@iastate.edu). 
Part I. INSTRUCTIONS: As you think about the following competencies, how important is each 
competency to a hall director's effectiveness? Circle the response that most correctly identifies the 
level of importance. 
Use the following categories in determining your response: 
NI - Not Important SI = Somewhat Important VI = Very Important 
Knowledge of student development theory NI SI VI 
Mediation NI SI VI 
Basic counseling NI SI VI 
Ability to effectively refer for counseling NI SI VI 
Crisis intervention NI SI VI 
Understanding of learning theory NI SI VI 
Time management NI SI VI 
Ability to work independently NI SI VI 
Ability to take initiative NI SI VI 
Understanding of diverse populations NI SI VI 
Community development NI SI VI 
Assertiveness NI SI VI 
Understanding of assessment practices NI SI VI 
Ethical standards NI SI VI 
Understanding of gender issues NI SI VI 
Ability to problem solve NI SI VI 
Group facilitation NI SI VI 
Student group advising NI SI VI 
Budgeting NI SI VI 
Leadership NI SI VI 
Leadership development NI SI VI 
Written communication skills NI SI VI 
Please continue to the next page. 
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NI - Not Important SI = Somewhat Important VI = Very Important 
Verbal communication skills NI SI VI 
Group goal setting NI SI VI 
Understanding and ability to implement educational discipline NI SI VI 
Consulting skills NI SI VI 
Supervision NI SI VI 
Staff selection NI SI VI 
Teambuilding skills NI SI VI 
Ability to understand the big picture NI SI VI 
Ability to motivate others NI SI VI 
Knowledge of signs of drug and alcohol use/abuse NI SI VI 
Ability to build trust NI SI VI 
Ability to work collaboratively with faculty and other professionals NI SI VI 
Understanding of higher education trends and issues NI SI VI 
Train staff NI SI VI 
Personnel evaluation NI SI VI 
Understanding of facilities management NI SI VI 
Customer service attitude (and knowing when and when not to use it) NI SI VI 
Ability to understand and work with political dynamics NI SI VI 
Student advocate NI SI VI 
Organizational dynamics NI SI VI 
Understanding of basic legal issues NI SI VI 
Ability to maintain healthy balance NI SI VI 
Life long learner NI SI VI 
Flexible NI SI VI 
Deal with frustration appropriately NI SI VI 
Willing to embrace change NI SI VI 
Ability to multi-task NI SI VI 
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Copyright © 2001 Englin Peter D. Englin 
1010 Student Services Building 
Iowa State University 
Ames, IA 50011-2222 
120 
Part II. INSTRUCTIONS: Circle the response that most correctly describes your institution. 
Use the following categories in determining your response: 
Y = Yes N = No DK = Don't Know 
1. The housing/residence life department requires performance appraisals. Y N DK 
2. The institution's human resource department requires performance Y N DK 
appraisals. 
3. The housing/residence life department develops the performance appraisal Y N DK 
process. 
4. The institution's human resources department develops the appraisal process. Y N DK 
5. The University sanctions/approves the appraisal process. Y N DK 
6. The housing/residence life department sanctions/approves the appraisal Y N DK 
process. 
7. The supervisors) of Hall Directors sanctions/approves the appraisal process. Y N DK 
8. The Hall Director performance appraisal is conducted by the Hall Director's Y N DK 
supervisor. 
Please continue to the next page. 
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Part HI. INSTRUCTIONS: Circle the response that most correctly describes your institution. 
Use the following categories in determining your response: 
SD = Strongly Disagree D = Disagree N = Neutral A = Agree SA = Strongly Agree 
Questions 1 - 50 are preceded by the statement 
"Performance appraisal practice"... 
1. includes multiple observations of Hall Director performance by the SD D N A SA 
evaluator. 
2. includes information from multiple sources. SD D N A SA 
3. includes formal input from supervisors. SD D N A SA 
4. includes informal input from supervisors. SD D N A SA 
5. includes formal input from individuals supervised. SD D N A SA 
6. includes informal input from individuals supervised. SD D N A SA 
7. includes formal input from student groups advised. SD D N A SA 
8. includes informal input from student groups advised. SD D N A SA 
9. includes formal input from maintenance staff. SD D N A SA 
10. includes informal input from maintenance staff. SD D N A SA 
11. includes formal input from residents. SD D N A SA 
12. includes informal input from residents. SD D N A SA 
13. includes formal input from peers. SD D N A SA 
14. includes informal input from peers. SD D N A SA 
15. includes formal input from student leaders. SD D N A SA 
16. includes informal input from student leaders. SD D N A SA 
17. includes the identification of resources to improve performance. SD D N A SA 
18. includes identification of strategies to improve performance. SD D N A SA 
19. includes effective written feedback. SD D N A SA 
20. includes effective verbal feedback. SD D N A SA 
21. includes the opportunity to verbally comment on the feedback. SD D N A SA 
22. includes the opportunity to comment in writing on the feedback. SD D N A SA 
23. includes the opportunity to re-visit the feedback provided. SD D N A SA 
24. includes self-assessment by the Hall Director. SD D N A SA 
25. includes specific, behavioral feedback. SD 0 N A SA 
26. includes identifying personal and professional goals. SD D N A SA 
27. includes all areas of responsibility. SD D N A SA 
28. is tied to institutional goals. SD D N A SA 
29. is structured. SD D N A SA 
30. is consistent. SD D N A SA 
31. is based on the Hall Director position description. SD D N A SA 
32. is based on expectations communicated when the position was assumed. SD D N A SA 
33. is a continuous ongoing process. SD D N A SA 
34. is summative, i.e. a capstone activity that describes performance over a SD D N A SA 
fixed period of time. 
35. is formative, i.e. used in professional development and ongoing training SD D N A SA 
decisions. 
36. identifies areas of strength. SD D N A SA 
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SD = Strongly Disagree D = Disagree N = Neutral A = Agree SA = Strongly Agree 
"Performance appraisal practice"... 
37. identifies areas needing improvement. SD D N A SA 
38. identifies professional growth goals. SD D N A SA 
39. affects salary decisions. SD D N A SA 
40. affects decisions regarding work assignments. SD D N A SA 
41. affects internal promotion decisions. SD D N A SA 
42. affects decisions regarding work assignments. SD D N A SA 
43. accurately describes Hall Director performance. SD 0 N A SA 
44. occurs when it best benefits the Hall Director. SD D N A SA 
45. incorporates fulfilling the organizational mission. SD D N A SA 
46. process is effectively explained. SD D N A SA 
47. occurs at regular, expected intervals. SD D N A SA 
48. builds on previous appraisal feedback. SD D N A SA 
49. emphasizes the relative importance of different Hall Director SD D N A SA 
responsibilities. 
50. uses an accurate hall director position description. SD 0 N A SA 
Please respond to the following statements: 
51. Hall Directors have sufficient input in the development of the appraisal SD D N A SA 
process. 
52. Hall Directors are sufficiently oriented to the appraisal process. SD 0 N A SA 
53. The evaluation information is collected through prescriptive processes. SD D N A SA 
54. Evaluators of performance are trained in appraisal processes. SD D N A SA 
55. Evaluators of performance have consistent standards. SD D N A SA 
56. Individuals who conduct the appraisal process are honest in their feedback. SD D N A SA 
57. Opportunities for advancement are based on performance appraisals. SD D N A SA 
58. Hall Directors are given the appraisal criteria at the beginning of the SD D N A SA 
appraisal period. 
59. Hall Directors who are new to the position receive timely appraisals. SD D N A SA 
60. The reward system is tied to the performance appraisal. SD D N A SA 
61. The Hall Director is effectively involved in the development of the SD D N A SA 
performance appraisal practices. 
62. Written feedback is provided prior to the performance appraisal discussion. SD D N A SA 
63. Hall Directors impact who provides input in the performance appraisal. SD D N A SA 
64. Parents of students provide feedback in the performance appraisal. SD D N A SA 
65. Sufficient time is given to performance appraisal. SD D N A SA 
66. Overall, the performance appraisal practice is effective. SD D N A SA 
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Part IV. INSTRUCTIONS: Please check one answer for each of the following questions. 
1. What is the number of written/formal evaluations Hall Directors receive each year? (Check one) 
0 1 2 3 4 or more 
2. What is your role in the Hall Director appraisal process? (Check one) 
Hall Director Supervisor 
3. If you are a Hall Director, have you received a written/formal performance appraisal at your current 
institution? (Check one) 
Yes _No 
4. If you are a Supervisor, have you conducted a written/formal Hall Director performance appraisal at 
your current institution? (Check one) 
Yes No 
5. What is your gender? (Check one) 
Male Female 
6. What is your racial/ethnic background? (Check single best response) 
African American 
Asian American or Pacific Islander 




7. How many years have you been in your current position? (Check one) 
Less than 1 1-3 4-6 7-9 10 or more 
8. What is your highest degree attained? (Check one) 
Bachelor's Master's Ph.D. Ed.D. 
Thank you for your response. 
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APPENDIX H. SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
125 
HALL DIRECTOR PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL PRACTICE # 
The purpose of this instrument is to gain insight into the current performance appraisal practices for 
professional hall directors. Approximately 800 professional hall directors and supervisors at ACUHO-I 
member institutions are being surveyed, so every response is critical. Your individual responses to this survey 
will remain anonymous. Institutional responses will not be identified in any published report or article. By 
responding to this survey you are giving your consent to participate in this study. 
Please respond to each question by circling the appropriate response. This survey should take approximately 
15 minutes to complete. When you are finished please return the completed instrument in the sealed envelope 
to your university's facilitator. His/her name is listed on the envelope provided. 
This research study has been reviewed and approved by the Institutional Review Board-Human Subjects in 
Research, Iowa State University. For research-related problems or questions regarding subjects' rights, the 
Institutional Review Board may be contacted through Janell Meldrem, IRB Administrator, Human Subjects 
Research Office, 15 Pearson Hall, Ames, IA 50011 at (515) 294-4566 (e-mail: meldrem@iastate.edu). 
Part 1. INSTRUCTIONS: As you think about the following competencies, how important is each 
competency to a hall director's effectiveness? Circle the response that most correctly identifies the 
level of importance. 
Use the following categories in determining your response: 
E - Essential VI - Very Important I - Important U - Useful, but not essential NN - Not necessary 
1. Knowledge of student development theory E VI I u NN 
2. Knowledge of crisis intervention practice E VI I u NN 
3. Knowledge of community development E VI I u NN 
4. Knowledge of leadership development E VI I u NN 
5. Knowledge of group goal setting practices E VI I u NN 
6. Knowledge of signs of drug and alcohol use/abuse E VI I u NN 
7. Ability to mediate E VI I u NN 
8. Ability to provide basic counseling E VI I u NN 
9. Ability to effectively refer for counseling E VI I u NN 
10. Ability to manage time E VI I u NN 
11. Ability to work independently E VI I u NN 
12. Ability to take initiative E VI I u NN 
13. Ability to be assertive E VI I u NN 
14. Ability to problem solve E VI I u NN 
15. Ability to facilitate groups E VI I u NN 
16. Ability to advise student groups E VI I u NN 
17. Ability to budget E VI I u NN 
18. Ability to effectively communicate in writing E VI I u NN 
19. Ability to effectively communicate verbally E VI I u NN 
20. Ability to implement educational discipline E VI I u NN 
21. Ability to consult with others E VI I u NN 
22. Ability to supervise E VI I u NN 
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E - Essential VI - Very Important I - Important U - Useful, but not essential NN - Not necessary 
23. Ability to select staff E VI I u NN 
24. Ability to build teams E VI I u NN 
25. Ability to understand the big picture E VI I u NN 
26. Ability to motivate others E VI I u NN 
27. Ability to build trust E VI I u NN 
28. Ability to work collaboratively with faculty and other E VI I u NN 
professionals 
29. Ability to train staff E VI I u NN 
30. Ability to evaluate personnel E VI I u NN 
31. Ability to understand and work with political dynamics E VI I u NN 
32. Ability to advocate for students E VI I u NN 
33. Ability to maintain healthy balance E VI I u NN 
34. Ability to be flexible E VI I u NN 
35. Ability to deal with frustration appropriately E VI I u NN 
36. Ability to embrace change E VI I u NN 
37. Ability to multi-task E VI I u NN 
38. Understanding learning theory E VI I u NN 
39. Understanding diverse populations E VI I u NN 
40. Understanding assessment practices E VI I u NN 
41. Understanding ethical practices E VI I u NN 
42. Understanding gender issues E VI I u NN 
43. Understanding personal leadership style E VI I u NN 
44. Understanding higher education trends and issues E VI I u NN 
45. Understanding facilities management E VI I u NN 
46. Understanding customer service practices (and knowing when E VI I u NN 
and when not to use it) 
47. Understanding organizational dynamics E VI I u NN 
48. Understanding basic legal issues E VI I u NN 
49. Understanding the value of life long learning E VI I u NN 
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Part n. INSTRUCTIONS: Circle the response that most correctly describes your institution. 
Use the following categories in determining your response: 
Y = Yes N = No DK = Don't Know 
1. The housing/residence life department requires performance appraisals. Y N DK 
2. The institution's human resource department requires performance Y N DK 
appraisals. 
3. The housing/residence life department develops the performance appraisal Y N DK 
process. 
4. The institution's human resources department develops the appraisal process. Y N DK 
5. The University sanctions/approves the appraisal process. Y N DK 
6. The housing/residence life department sanctions/approves the appraisal Y N DK 
process. 
7. The supervisor(s) of hall directors sanctions/approves the appraisal process. Y N DK 
8. The hall director performance appraisal is conducted by the hall director's Y N DK 
supervisor. 
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Part HI. INSTRUCTIONS: Circle the response that most correctly describes your institution. 
Use the following categories in determining your response: 
SD = Strongly Disagree D = Disagree N = Neutral A = Agree SA = Strongly Agree 
Questions 1 - 27 are preceded by the statement 
"At my institution performance appraisal practice includes"... 
1. multiple observations of hall director performance by the evaluator. SD D N A SA 
2. information from multiple sources. SD D N A SA 
3. formal input from supervisors. SD D N A SA 
4. informal input from supervisors. SD D N A SA 
5. formal input from individuals supervised. SD D N A SA 
6. informal input from individuals supervised. SD D N A SA 
7. formal input from student groups advised. SD D N A SA 
8. informal input from student groups advised. SD D N A SA 
9. formal input from maintenance staff. SD D N A SA 
10. informal input from maintenance staff. SD D N A SA 
11. formal input from residents. SD D N A SA 
12. informal input from residents. SD D N A SA 
13. formal input from peers. SD D N A SA 
14. informal input from peers. SD D N A SA 
15. formal input from student leaders. SD D N A SA 
16. informal input from student leaders. SD D N A SA 
17. the identification of resources to improve performance. SD D N A SA 
18. identification of strategies to improve performance. SD D N A SA 
19. effective written feedback. SD D N A SA 
20. effective verbal feedback. SD D N A SA 
21. the opportunity to verbally comment on the feedback. SD D N A SA 
22. the opportunity to comment in writing on the feedback. SD D N A SA 
23. the opportunity to re-visit the feedback provided. SD D N A SA 
24. self-assessment by the hall director. SD D N A SA 
25. specific, behavioral feedback. SD D N A SA 
26. identifying personal and professional goals. SD D N A SA 
27. all areas of responsibility. SD D N A SA 
Questions 28 - 48 are preceded by the statement 
"At my institution performance appraisal practice"... 
28. is tied to institutional goals. SD D N A SA 
29. is structured. SD D N A SA 
30. is consistent. SD D N A SA 
31. is based on the hall director position description. SD D N A SA 
32. is based on expectations communicated when the position was assumed. SD D N A SA 
33. is a continuous ongoing process. SD D N A SA 
34. is summative, i.e. a capstone activity that describes performance over a SD D N A SA 
fixed period of time. 
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SD = Strongly Disagree D = Disagree N = Neutral A = Agree SA = Strongly Agree 
Questions 28 - 48 are preceded by the statement 
"At my institution performance appraisal practice"... 
35. is formative, i.e. used in professional development and ongoing training SD D N A SA 
decisions. 
36. identifies areas of strength. SD D N A SA 
37. identifies areas needing improvement. SD D N A SA 
38. identifies professional growth goals. SD D N A SA 
39. affects salary decisions. SD D N A SA 
40. affects internal promotion decisions. SD D N A SA 
41. affects decisions regarding work assignments. SD D N A SA 
42. accurately describes hall director performance. SD D N A SA 
43. occurs when it best benefits the hall director. SD D N A SA 
44. incorporates fulfilling the organizational mission. SD D N A SA 
45. occurs at regular, expected intervals. SD D N A SA 
46. builds on previous appraisal feedback. SD D N A SA 
47. emphasizes the relative importance of different hall director SD D N A SA 
responsibilities. 
48. uses an accurate hall director position description. SD D N A SA 
Questions 49 - 64 are preceded by the statement 
"At my Institution"... 
49. hall directors have sufficient input in the development of the appraisal SD D N A SA 
process. 
50. hall directors are sufficiently oriented to the appraisal process. SD D N A SA 
51. the evaluation information is collected through prescriptive processes. SD D N A SA 
52. evaluators of performance are trained in appraisal processes. SD D N A SA 
53. evaluators of performance have consistent standards. SD D N A SA 
54. individuals who conduct the appraisal process are honest in their feedback. SD D N A SA 
55. opportunities for advancement are based on performance appraisals. SD D N A SA 
56. hall directors are given the appraisal criteria at the beginning of the SD D N A SA 
appraisal period. 
57. hall directors who are new to the position receive timely appraisals. SD D N A SA 
58. the reward system is tied to the performance appraisal. SD D N A SA 
59. the hall director is effectively involved in the development of the SD D N A SA 
performance appraisal practices. 
60. written feedback is provided prior to the performance appraisal discussion. SD D N A SA 
61. hall directors impact who provides input in the performance appraisal. SD D N A SA 
62. parents of students provide feedback in the performance appraisal. SD D N A SA 
63. sufficient time is given to performance appraisal. SD D N A SA 
64. overall, the performance appraisal practice is effective. SD D N A SA 
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Part IV. INSTRUCTIONS: Please check one answer for each of the following questions. 
1. What is the number of written/formal evaluations hall directors receive each year? (Check one) 
0 1 2 3 4 or more 
2. What is your role in the hall director appraisal process? (Check one) 
Hall Director Supervisor 
3. If you are a hall director, have you received a written/formal performance appraisal at your current 
institution? (Check one) 
Yes No 
4. If you are a supervisor, have you conducted a written/formal hall director performance appraisal at 
your current institution? (Check one) 
Yes _No 
5. What is your gender? (Check one) 
Male Female 
6. What is your racial/ethnic background? (Check single best response) 
African American 
Asian American or Pacific Islander 




7. How many years have you been in your current position? (Check one) 
Less than 1 1-3 4-6 7-9 10 or more 
8. What is your highest degree attained? (Check one) 
Bachelor's Master's Ph.D. Ed.D. 
Thank you for your response. 
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As a member institution of the Association of College and University Housing Officers - International 
that houses more than 4000 students, your department has been selected to participate in a study of hall 
director performance appraisal practices. This research will be valuable in improving practices intended 
to assist hall directors in becoming more effective. This part of the research will only take 20 minutes to 
complete. 
Based on information provided by previous e-mail and telephone conversations with your university, 
instruments are in your packet for distribution, one for every professional hall director and staff member 
(including yourself) directly responsible for conducting the hall director appraisal process. 
You need to do the following: 
1. Distribute the enclosed surveys to your professional hall director staff members and each staff 
member (including yourself) directly responsible for conducting the hall director appraisal 
process. The completion of the instrument should take staff about 15 minutes. 
2. The completed instruments will be placed by each individual in the provided white envelope and 
sealed. Please collect the sealed envelopes and place them in the enclosed, self-addressed 
Priority Mail envelope. 
3. Please place the Priority Mail envelope with enclosed, completed instruments in U.S. mail by 
5:00 p.m., April 27,2001. 
Individual institutional responses will not be identified in the study. Numerical codes will be assigned to 
each instrument to insure confidentiality. No one but the principal investigator will have access to 
institutional responses and the institutional codes. 
Thanks much for your assistance. 








As a member institution of the Association of College and University Housing Officers - International 
that houses more than 4000 students, your department has been selected to participate in a study of hall 
director performance appraisal practices. This research will be valuable in improving practices intended 
to assist hall directors in becoming more effective. This part of the research will only take 20 minutes to 
complete. 
At your institution, more than one person was identified as having direct responsibility for Hall Director 
appraisal, however to aid the ease of distribution and collection, you were selected as the lead person in 
this process. 
Based on information provided by previous e-mail and telephone conversations with your university, 
instruments are in your packet for distribution, one for every professional hall director and staff member 
(including yourself) directly responsible for conducting the hall director appraisal process. 
You need to do the following: 
1. Distribute the enclosed surveys to your professional hall director staff members and each staff 
member (including yourself) directly responsible for conducting the hall director appraisal 
process. The completion of the instrument should take staff about 15 minutes. 
2. The completed instruments will be placed by each individual in the provided white envelope and 
sealed. Please collect the sealed envelopes and place them in the enclosed, self-addressed 
Priority Mail envelope. 
3. Please place the Priority Mail envelope with enclosed, completed instruments in U.S. mail by 
5:00 p.m., April 27, 2001. 
Individual institutional responses will not be identified in the study. Numerical codes will be assigned to 
each instrument to insure confidentiality. No one but the principal investigator will have access to 
institutional responses and the institutional codes. 
Thanks much for your assistance. 
Peter D. Englin 
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E-mail to Follow-up on Instrument Survey Distribution and Return 
A couple weeks ago you should have received a packet of survey instruments designed to 
identify competencies associated with an effective hall director and to assess performance 
appraisal practices at your institution. 1 hope to learn what is happening at your institution 
and 52 other institutions in order to share strategies on how to improve the practice of hall 
director performance appraisal. 
Your follow-through in distributing, collecting, and returning the instruments is critical. I 
know it is a busy time of the year and greatly appreciate your commitment to making this 
come together. As of today, 38 universities have responded. 
I would share that in the Pilot Test procedure respondents took 9-12 minutes to complete the 
survey. 
Should you have any questions or need to receive another packet, please let me know and I 
will get another in the mail to you. 
Thanks so much for your assistance. Do not hesitate to ask if I can be of assistance to you in 
the future. 
- Pete 
Peter D. Englin 
Interim Dean of Students 
Iowa State University 
1010 Student Services Building 
Ames, Iowa 50011-2222 
Phone: (515) 294-1020 
Fax: (515) 294-5670 
penglin@iastate.edu 
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Survey Instrument Distribution and Return Rate by Hall Director Supervisors and Hall Directors 
Number of Survey Instruments Number of Survey Instruments Return Rate Percentage 
Distributed Returned 
Total Supervisors Hall Directors Total Supervisors Hall Directors Supervisors Hall Directors 
10 4 6 10 4 6 100.0 100.0 
22 3 19 0 0 0 0.0 0.0 
13 1 12 6 1 5 100.0 41.7 
21 7 14 20 7 13 100.0 92.9 
8 3 5 8 3 5 100.0 100.0 
24 6 18 0 0 0 0.0 0.0 
28 5 23 7 0 7 0.0 30.4 
10 1 9 10 1 9 100.0 100.0 
24 4 20 14 0 14 0.0 70.0 
11 1 10 11 1 10 100.0 100.0 
8 3 5 3 3 0 100.0 0.0 
4 2 2 4 2 2 100.0 100.0 
9 4 5 5 2 3 50.0 60.0 
8 2 6 7 2 5 100.0 83.3 
17 2 15 15 2 13 100.0 86.7 
21 6 15 20 6 14 100.0 93.3 
12 2 10 4 1 3 50.0 30.0 
8 3 5 3 5 100.0 100.0 
13 1 12 13 1 12 100.0 100.0 
10 2 8 2 4 100.0 50.0 
7 1 6 4 1 3 100.0 50.0 
8 1 7 7 1 6 100.0 85.7 
14 4 10 11 4 7 100.0 70.0 
6 2 4 4 1 3 50.0 75.0 
14 5 9 13 4 9 80.0 100.0 
32 6 26 0 0 0 0.0 0.0 
16 3 13 7 3 4 100.0 30.8 
9 3 6 8 2 6 66.7 100.0 
21 4 17 11 2 9 50.0 52.9 
14 2 12 11 1 10 50.0 83.3 
10 3 7 8 3 5 100.0 71.4 






















Number of Survey Instruments Number of Survey Instruments Return Rate Percentage 
Distributed Returned 
Total Supervisors Hall Directors Total Supervisors Hall Directors Supervisors Hall Directors 
15 4 11 8 1 7 25.0 63.6 
14 3 11 12 3 9 100.0 81.2 
19 1 18 13 1 12 50.0 66.7 
10 2 8 9 2 7 100.0 87.5 
13 2 11 8 2 6 100.0 54.5 
15 3 12 0 0 0 0.0 0.0 
30 6 24 26 4 22 66.7 91.7 
20 3 17 20 3 17 100.0 100.0 
13 4 9 4 1 3 25.0 33.3 
11 2 9 11 2 9 100.0 100.0 
22 1 21 15 1 14 100.0 66.7 
17 4 13 6 2 4 50.0 30.8 
5 2 3 5 2 3 100.0 100.0 
16 3 13 16 3 13 100.0 100.0 
17 6 11 15 4 11 66.7 100.0 
11 2 9 0 0 0 0.0 0.0 
17 5 12 13 1 12 20.0 100.0 
6 2 4 2 2 0 100.0 0.0 
14 6 8 7 2 5 33.3 62.5 
14 4 10 14 4 10 100.0 100.00 
8 3 5 4 2 2 66.7 40.0 
754 168 586 466 108 358 64.3 61.1 














n •/. n 
Total 
% 
Knowledge of crisis intervention practice 4.6 .6 66 61.1 36 33.3 6 5.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 108 100.0 
Ability to supervise 4 5 .7 66 61.1 32 29.6 9 8.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 108 100.0 
Ability lo effectively refer for counseling 45 .7 62 57.4 35 32.4 10 9.3 1 0.9 0 0.0 108 100.0 
Knowledge of community development 4.5 .7 58 53.7 42 38.9 7 6.5 1 0.9 0 0.0 108 100.0 
Ability to effectively communicate 
verbally 
4.4 .7 58 53.7 38 35.2 12 I I I  0 0.0 0 0.0 108 100.0 
Ability to problem solve 4.4 .7 57 52.8 38 35.2 13 12.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 108 100.0 
Ability to manage time 4.4 7 58 53.7 36 33.3 14 13.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 108 100.0 
Ability to multi-task 4.2 7 42 38.9 49 45.4 17 15.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 108 100.0 
Ability to build trust 4.2 .7 45 41.7 43 39.8 20 18 5 0 0.0 0 0.0 108 100.0 
Ability to take initiative 4.2 .7 43 39.8 47 43.5 17 15.7 1 0.9 0 0.0 108 100.0 
Ability to deal with frustration 
appropriately 
4.2 .8 46 42.6 41 38.0 20 18.5 1 0.9 0 0.0 108 100.0 
Understanding ethical practices 4.2 .8 48 44.5 36 33.3 24 22.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 108 100.0 
Ability to work independently 4.2 .8 43 39.8 48 44.4 14 13.0 3 2.8 0 0.0 108 100.0 
Ability to mediate 4.2 .8 44 40.7 41 38.0 19 17.6 3 2.8 0 0.0 107 99.1 
Understanding diverse populations 4 2 .8 43 39.8 45 41.7 16 14.8 4 3.7 0 0.0 108 100.0 
Ability to be flexible 4.1 .8 40 37.0 40 37.0 28 26.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 108 100.0 
Ability 10 be assertive 4.1 8 34 31.4 50 46.3 22 20.4 2 1.9 0 0.0 108 100.0 
Ability to consult with others 4.1 .8 37 34.2 45 41.7 23 21.3 3 2.8 0 0.0 108 100.0 
Ability to maintain healthy balance 4.1 .9 44 40.7 33 30.6 25 23.1 6 5.6 0 0.0 108 100.0 
Ability to build teams 4.1 .7 28 26.0 58 53.7 21 19.4 1 0.9 0 0.0 108 100.0 
Ability to facilitate groups 4.0 8 30 27.8 48 44.4 28 25.9 1 0.9 0 0.0 107 99.0 
Ability to embrace change 4.0 .8 32 29.6 41 38.0 35 32.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 108 100.0 
Ability to train staff 4.0 .7 24 22.2 56 51.9 28 25.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 108 100.0 
Ability to provide basic counseling 4.0 8 31 28.7 45 41.7 29 26.8 3 2.8 0 0.0 108 100.0 
Table J2. (continued) 
Standard 
Competency Mean' Deviation Essential 
n % 
Knowledge of leadership development 4.0 .7 24 22.2 
Ability to effectively communicate in 
writing 
4.0 .8 30 27.8 
Ability to motivate others 3.9 .8 27 25.0 
Ability to advocate for students 3.9 .9 32 29.6 
Ability to implement educational 
discipline 
3.9 .8 22 20.4 
Ability to evaluate personnel 3.8 .7 16 14.8 
Knowledge of signs of drug and alcohol 
use/abuse 
3.8 .8 24 22.2 
Ability to advise student groups 3.8 .8 21 19.4 
Understanding gender issues 3.8 .8 20 18.5 
Ability to understand the big picture 3.8 .9 23 21.3 
Knowledge of group goal setting 
practices 
3.7 .8 19 17.6 
Knowledge of student development 
theory 
3.6 .9 21 19.5 
Ability to work collaboratively with 
faculty and other professionals 
3.6 .9 19 17.6 
Understanding customer service 
practices (and knowing when and 
when not to use it) 
3.6 .9 18 16.7 
Ability to select staff 3.5 .9 16 148 
Understanding the value of life long 
learning 
3.4 1.0 17 15.7 
Understanding personal leadership style 3.4 .8 7 6.5 
Understanding organizational dynamics 3.4 .9 10 9.3 
Ability to understand and work with 
political dynamics 
3.3 1.0 15 13.9 
Very Useful, but not 
Important Important Essential Not Necessary Total 
































































































Table J2. (continued) 
Standard Very Useful, but not 
Competency Mean' Deviation Essential Importent Important Essential Not Necessary Total 
n % n % n % n % n •z. n % 
Understanding basic legal issues 3.3 1.0 15 13.9 25 23.1 45 41.7 23 21.3 0 0.0 108 100.0 
Understanding facilities management 3.2 .9 9 8.3 31 28.7 42 39.0 25 23.1 1 0.9 108 100.0 
Understanding higher education trends 3.2 .9 5 4.6 34 31.4 48 44.5 19 17.6 2 1.9 108 100.0 
and issues 
Ability to budget 3.2 .9 9 8.3 24 22.3 54 50.0 20 18.5 1 0.9 108 100.0 
Understanding learning theory 3.1 .9 9 8.3 20 18.5 56 51.9 22 20.4 1 0.9 108 100.0 
Understanding assessment practices 2.9 .8 4 3.7 16 14.8 50 463 37 34 3 1 0.9 108 100.0 
"Responses were made on a 5-point scale, with I = Not Necessary and 5 = lissential. 














n •/. n 
Total 
% 
Ability to supervise 4.5 .7 207 57.8 125 34.9 24 6.7 2 0.6 0 0.0 358 100.0 
Knowledge of crisis intervention practice 4.4 .7 189 52.8 126 35.2 39 10.9 4 1.1 0 0.0 358 100.0 
Ability to effectively communicate 
verbally 
4.4 .7 176 49.1 142 39.7 39 10.9 1 0.3 0 0.0 358 100.0 
Ability to manage lime 4.4 .7 183 51.1 121 33.8 52 14.5 2 0.6 0 0.0 358 100.0 
Ability to problem solve 4.3 .7 169 47.2 144 40.2 43 12.0 2 0.6 0 0.0 358 100.0 
Ability to effectively refer for counseling 4.3 .7 172 48.0 130 363 55 15.4 1 0.3 0 0.0 358 100.0 
Ability to multi-task 4.3 .8 171 47.7 133 37.2 48 13.4 4 1.1 0 0.0 356 99.4 
Ability to be flexible 4.3 7 163 45.5 139 388 55 15.4 1 0.3 0 0.0 358 100.0 
Knowledge of community development 4.3 .8 155 43.2 141 39.4 59 16.5 2 0.6 1 0.3 358 100.0 
Ability to build trust 4.2 .7 141 39.4 162 45.3 52 14.5 3 0.8 0 0.0 358 100.0 
Ability to maintain healthy balance 4.2 .8 162 452 124 346 60 16.8 12 3.4 0 0.0 358 100.0 
Ability to take initiative 4.2 .8 144 40.2 153 428 52 14.5 9 2.5 0 0.0 358 100.0 
Ability to mediate 4.2 .8 141 39.4 153 42.7 58 16.2 6 1.7 0 0.0 358 100.0 
Ability to deal with frustration 
appropriately 
4.2 .8 148 41.3 138 386 69 19.3 3 0.8 0 0.0 358 100.0 
Ability to work independently 4.2 .8 143 39.9 147 41.1 61 17.0 7 20 0 00 358 100.0 
Ability to build teams 4.2 .7 123 34.4 178 49.7 56 15.6 1 0.3 0 0.0 358 100.0 
Understanding diverse populations 4.2 .8 142 39.7 143 40.0 66 18.4 6 1.6 1 0.3 358 100.0 
Ability to be assertive 4.2 .8 141 39.4 139 38.8 74 20.7 4 I.I 0 0.0 358 100.0 
Ability to train staff 4.1 .7 117 32.7 169 47.2 71 19.8 1 0.3 0 0.0 358 100.0 
Ability to motivate others 4.1 7 106 296 187 52.2 64 17.9 1 0.3 0 0.0 358 100.0 
Ability to embrace change 4.1 8 120 33.5 148 41.3 79 22.1 II 3.1 0 0.0 358 100.0 
Ability to facilitate groups 4.0 8 114 31.8 153 42.8 83 23.2 8 2.2 0 0.0 358 100.0 
Ability to provide basic counseling 4.0 8 114 31.8 151 42.2 82 22.9 II 3.1 0 0.0 358 100.0 
Understanding ethical practices 4.0 8 116 32.4 146 408 87 24.3 9 2.5 0 00 358 100.0 
Table J3. (continued) 
Standard 
Competency Mean' Deviation Essential 
n % 
Ability to understand the big picture 4.0 .8 110 30.7 
Ability to consult with others 3.9 .8 90 25.1 
Ability to effectively communicate in 
writing 
3.9 .8 90 25.1 
Ability to advocate for students 3.9 .9 99 27.7 
Ability to implement educational 
discipline 
3.9 .8 77 21.5 
Knowledge of leadership development 3.9 .8 76 21.2 
Ability to evaluate personnel 3.8 .8 67 18.7 
Understanding gender issues 3.8 .8 78 21.8 
Knowledge of signs of drug and alcohol 
use/abuse 
3.8 8 79 22.1 
Ability to advise student groups 3.7 .8 59 16.5 
Understanding personal leadership style 3.7 .8 64 17.9 
Ability to select staff 3.7 .8 64 17.9 
Knowledge of group goal setting 
practices 
3.7 .8 60 16 8 
Understanding customer service 
practices (and knowing when and 
when not to use it) 
3.7 .9 66 18.4 
Understanding the value of life long 
learning 
3.7 1.0 86 24.0 
Ability to work collaboratively with 
faculty and other professionals 
3.6 .9 55 15.4 
Understanding organizational dynamics 3.5 .8 33 9.2 
Understanding basic legal issues 3.5 .9 55 15.4 
Ability to understand and work with 
political dynamics 
3.4 .9 49 13.7 
Very Useful, but not 
Important Important Essential Not Necessary Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 
151 42.2 83 23.2 14 3.9 0 0.0 358 100.0 
157 43.9 107 29.9 4 I.I 0 0.0 358 100.0 
157 43.9 105 29.3 6 1.7 0 0.0 358 100.0 
144 40.1 99 27.7 16 45 0 0.0 358 100.0 
171 47.7 97 27.1 12 3.4 0 0.0 357 99.7 
171 47.8 96 26.8 13 3.6 1 0.3 357 99.7 
176 49.2 105 29.3 10 2.8 0 0.0 358 100.0 
151 42.1 122 34.1 6 1.7 1 0.3 358 100.0 
150 41.8 113 31.6 14 3.9 0 0.0 356 99.4 
161 45.0 120 335 18 5.0 0 0.0 358 100.0 
143 39.9 136 38.0 15 4.2 0 0.0 358 100.0 
144 40.2 125 34.9 25 7.0 0 0.0 358 100.0 
147 41.0 128 35.8 19 5.3 3 0.8 357 99.7 
131 36.6 130 36.3 26 7.3 3 0.8 356 99.4 
103 28.8 128 35.7 34 9.5 5 1.4 356 99.4 
129 36.0 132 36.9 42 11.7 0 0.0 358 100.0 
142 39.7 146 40.7 35 9.8 1 0.3 357 99.7 
99 27.6 155 43.2 46 12.9 2 0.6 357 99.7 
100 27.9 146 40.8 59 165 3 0.8 357 99.7 

















Knowledge of student development 
theory 
3.4 1.0 53 14.8 99 27.7 130 36.2 72 20.1 3 0.8 357 99.7 
Understanding higher education trends 
and issues 
3.3 .9 42 11.7 100 27.9 155 43.4 57 15.9 3 0.8 357 99.7 
Ability to budget 3.3 .9 35 9.8 102 28.5 159 44.4 56 15.6 6 1.7 358 100.0 
Understanding facilities management 3.2 9 22 6.2 103 28.7 151 42.1 75 21.0 5 1.4 356 99.4 
Understanding assessment practices 3.1 .9 29 8.1 79 22.1 169 47.1 74 20.7 7 2.0 358 100.0 
Understanding learning theory 3.1 .9 25 7.0 94 26.3 138 38.5 96 26.8 5 1.4 358 100.0 
'Responses were made on a 5 point rating scale, with I = Not Necessary and 5 = Essential. 
Table J4. Perceptions of Supervisors (n = 108) About Performance Appraisal Practices at their Institutions 
Standard 
Statement Mean* Deviation Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Total 
n % n % n % n % n % n % 
At my institution performance appraisal 4.5 .6 52 48.2 48 44.4 2 1.9 I 0.9 0 0.0 103 95.4 
practice includes the opportunity to 
verbally comment on the feedback. 
At my institution performance appraisal 4.5 .7 54 50.0 46 42.6 3 2.8 0 0.0 I 0.9 104 96.3 
practice includes formal input from 
supervisors. 
At my institution performance appraisal 4.4 .6 44 40.7 57 52.8 3 2.8 2 1.9 0 0.0 106 98.2 
practice identifies areas of strength. 
At my institution performance appraisal 4.3 6 43 39.8 58 53 7 3 2.8 2 1.9 0 0.0 106 98.2 
practice identifies areas needing 
improvement. 
At my institution performance appraisal 4.3 .7 46 45.6 51 47.2 3 2.8 4 3.7 0 0.0 104 96.3 
practice includes multiple 
observations of hall director 
performance by the evaluator. 
At my institution performance appraisal 4.3 .8 47 43.5 45 41.7 7 6.5 3 2.8 I 0.9 103 95.4 
practice includes the opportunity to 
comment in writing on the feedback. 
At my institution performance appraisal 4.3 . 7 40 37.0 54 50.0 6 5.6 4 3.7 0 0.0 104 96.3 
practice includes informal input from 
supervisors. 
At my institution performance appraisal 4 .2 .6 25 23.1 72 66.7 5 4.6 0 0.0 I 0.9 103 95.4 
practice includes identification of 
strategics to improve performance. 
At my institution performance appraisal 4.2 .6 28 25.9 68 63.0 4 3.7 3 2.8 0 0.0 103 95.4 
practice includes effective verbal 
feedback. 
At my institution performance appraisal 4.2 7 34 31.5 56 51.9 10 9.3 3 2.8 0 0.0 103 95.4 
practice includes the opportunity to 
re-visit the feedback provided. 
my institution performan 
practice includes identif 
and professional goals. 
At ce appraisal 4.1 .8 32 29.6 56 52.0 9 8.3 5 4.6 I 0.9 103 95.4 
ying personal 
Table J4. (continued) 
Statement 
At my institution performance appraisal 
practice includes all areas of 
responsibility. 
At my institution performance appraisal 
practice is based on the hall director 
position description. 
At my institution performance appraisal 
practice includes specific, behavioral 
feedback. 
At my institution performance appraisal 
practice includes effective written 
feedback. 
At my institution performance appraisal 
practice includes the identification of 
resources to improve performance. 
At my institution performance appraisal 
practice includes self-assessment by 
the hall director. 
At my institution performance appraisal 
practice is structured. 
At my institution individuals who 
conduct the appraisal process arc 
honest in their feedback. 
At my institution performance appraisal 
practice is summative, i.e. a capstone 
activity that describes performance 
over a fixed period of lime. 
At my institution performance appraisal 
practice is based on expectations 
communicated when the position was 
assumed. 
At my institution performance appraisal 
practice identifies professional 
growth goals. 
Standard 
Mean* Deviation Strongly Agree 
n %_ 
4.1 .8 29 26.9 
4.1 1.0 40 37.0 
4.1 .7 25 23.1 
4.1 .7 26 24.1 
4.0 .6 21 19 4 
4.0 .9 33 30.6 
4.0 .9 28 25.9 
40 .7 24 22.2 
4.0 .9 29 26.9 
4.0 .9 23 21.3 
4.0 .9 30 278 
Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Total 
n % n % n % n % n */« 
62 57.4 6 5.6 4 3.7 2 1.9 103 95.4 
47 43.5 6 5.6 7 6.5 4 3.7 104 96.3 
61 56.5 12 11.1 4 3.7 0 0.0 102 94.4 
60 55.6 13 12.0 4 3.7 0 0.0 103 95.4 
66 61.2 15 13.9 I 0.9 0 0.0 103 95.4 
50 46.3 13 12.0 5 4.6 2 1.9 103 95.4 
57 52.8 II 10.2 7 65 I 0.9 104 96.3 
61 56.6 17 15.7 4 3.7 0 0.0 106 98.2 
57 52.7 7 6.5 10 9.3 I 0.9 104 96.3 
64 59.2 7 6.5 5 4.6 3 2.8 102 94.4 
53 49.1 16 14.8 4 3.7 3 2.8 106 98.2 
Table J4. (continued) 
Standard 
Statement Mean' Deviation Strongly Agree 
n % 
Al my institution performance appraisal 4.0 I.I 35 32.4 
practice includes formal input from 
individuals supervised. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.9 1.0 27 25.0 
practice uses an accurate hall director 
position description. 
Al my institution performance appraisal 3.9 1.0 27 25.0 
practice includes information from 
multiple sources. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.9 .9 19 17.6 
practice accurately describes hall 
director performance. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.8 .9 20 18.5 
practice occurs al regular, expected 
intervals. 
Al my institution performance appraisal 3.8 1.0 25 23.1 
practice includes informal input from 
individuals supervised. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.8 1.0 24 22.2 
practice is a continuous ongoing 
process. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.7 .9 12 III 
practice builds on previous appraisal 
feedback. 
At my institution hall directors who are 3.6 1.0 12 III 
new to the position receive timely 
appraisals. 
Al my institution performance appraisal 3.6 1.0 18 16.7 
practice is consistent. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.6 .9 13 12.0 
practice is formative, i.e. used in 
professional development and 
ongoing training decisions. 
Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 
47 43.5 8 7.4 9 8.3 4 3.7 103 95.4 
54 50.0 13 12.0 8 7.4 3 2.8 105 97.2 
55 50.9 8 7.4 II 10.2 3 2.8 104 96.3 
63 58.3 15 13.9 7 6.5 2 1.9 106 98.2 
61 56.5 13 12.0 9 8.3 2 1.9 105 97.2 
50 46.3 13 12.0 13 12.0 1 0.9 102 94.4 
53 49 I 13 12 0 II 10.2 3 2.8 104 96.3 
63 58.4 17 15.7 II 10.2 3 2.8 106 98.2 
61 56.5 14 13.0 17 15.7 2 1.9 106 98.2 
50 46.3 16 14.8 15 13.9 5 4.6 104 96.3 
51 47.3 24 22.2 16 14.8 I 0.9 105 97.2 
Table J4. (continued) 
Standard 
Statement Mean' Deviation Strongly Agree 
n % 
At my institution sufficient time is given 3.6 10 II 10.2 
to performance appraisal. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.5 1.0 13 12.0 
practice incorporâtes fulfilling the 
organizational mission. 
At my institution the evaluation 3.5 .9 II 10.2 
information is collected through 
prescriptive processes. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.5 I .I 16 14.8 
practice emphasizes the relative 
importance of different hall director 
responsibilities. 
At my institution hall directors arc given 3.5 I.I 16 14.8 
the appraisal criteria at the beginning 
of the appraisal period. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.4 I.I 14 13.0 
practice affects internal promotion 
decisions. 
At my institution hall directors arc 3.3 1.0 5 4.6 
sufficiently oriented to the appraisal 
process. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.3 1.0 5 4.6 
practice affects decisions regarding 
work assignments. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.3 1.0 12 III 
practice is tied to institutional goals. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.3 1 4 22 20.4 
practice affects salary decisions. 
At my institution evaluators of 3 1 I.I 8 7.4 
performance have consistent 
standards. 
Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Total 
n % n % n % n % n %_ 
57 52.8 22 20.4 12 I I.I 4 3.7 106 98.2 
52 48.3 21 19.4 17 15.7 3 2.8 106 98.2 
50 46.2 29 26 9 12 III 3 2.8 105 97.2 
46 42.6 24 22 2 14 13.0 6 5.6 106 98.2 
47 43.5 17 157 21 19.4 5 4.6 106 98.2 
45 41.6 25 23.2 16 14.8 6 5.6 106 98.2 
56 51.9 22 20.4 16 14.8 7 6.5 106 98.2 
49 10.5 29 26.9 18 16.7 5 4.6 106 98.2 
36 33.3 27 25.0 27 25.0 2 1.9 104 96.3 
34 31.5 14 13.0 21 19.4 15 13.9 106 98.2 
40 37.0 25 23.2 25 23.2 8 7.4 106 98.2 
Table J4. (continued) 
Standard 
Statement Mean' Deviation Strongly Agree 
n % 
At my institution evaluators of 3.1 1.1 10 9.3 
performance are trained in appraisal 
processes. 
At my institution opportunities for 3.1 I.I 9 8.3 
advancement are based on 
performance appraisals. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.1 1.2 8 7.4 
practice includes informal input from 
residents. 
At my institution the reward system is 3.0 1.1 9 8.3 
tied to the performance appraisal. 
Al my institution performance appraisal 3.0 1.2 7 6.5 
practice includes informal input from 
student leaders. 
Al my institution written feedback is 2.9 1.2 9 8.3 
provided prior to the performance 
appraisal discussion. 
Al my institution hall directors have 2.9 1.2 9 8.3 
sufficient input in the development 
of the appraisal process. 
At my institution performance appraisal 2.9 1.2 5 4.6 
practice includes informal input from 
peers. 
At my institution performance appraisal 2.9 1.1 5 4.6 
practice includes informal input from 
student groups advised. 
At my institution performance appraisal 2.8 1.0 5 4 6 
practice occurs when it best benefits 
the hall director. 
Al my institution the hall director is 2.7 1.2 6 5.6 
effectively involved in the 
development of the performance 
appraisal practices. 
Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 
34 31.5 23 21.3 33 30.6 5 4.6 105 97.2 
33 306 31 28.7 22 20.4 10 9.3 105 97.2 
37 34.3 21 19.4 26 24.1 II 10.2 103 95.4 
32 29.6 23 21.3 33 30.7 9 8.3 106 98.2 
37 34.3 18 16.7 28 25.9 13 12.0 103 95.4 
37 34.3 9 8.3 39 36.1 12 III 106 98.2 
32 29.6 19 17.7 32 29.6 14 13.0 106 98.2 
40 37 0 12 11.1 30 27.8 16 14.8 103 95.4 
29 26.9 27 25.0 26 24.0 14 13.0 101 93.5 
21 19.4 30 27.8 43 39.8 6 5.6 105 97.2 
28 25.9 19 17.6 37 34.3 16 14.8 106 98.2 
Table SA. (continued) 
Statement Mean* 
Standard 
Deviation Strongly Agree 











Al my institution performance appraisal 
practice includes formal input from 
residents. 
2.7 1.3 14 13.0 21 19.4 8 7.4 42 38.9 18 16.7 103 95.4 
Al my institution hall directors impact 
who provides input in the 
performance appraisal. 
2.7 1.2 9 8.3 23 21.3 17 15.7 41 38.0 15 13.9 105 97.2 
Al my institution performance appraisal 
practice includes formal input from 
student groups advised. 
2.7 1.2 9 8.3 19 17.6 19 17.6 38 35.2 17 15.7 102 94.4 
At my institution performance appraisal 
practice includes formal input from 
student leaders. 
2.5 1.2 7 6.5 19 17.6 14 13.0 44 40.6 18 16.7 102 94.4 
At my institution performance appraisal 
practice includes informal input from 
maintenance staff. 
2.5 1.2 5 4.6 26 24.0 14 13.0 33 30.5 25 23.2 103 95.3 
At my institution performance appraisal 
practice includes formal input from 
peers. 
2.4 I.I 4 3.7 18 16.7 9 8.3 52 48.1 19 17.6 102 94.4 
At my institution performance appraisal 
practice includes formal input from 
maintenance staff. 
2.4 1.2 5 46 17 15 7 13 12.0 44 40.8 24 22.3 103 95.4 
At my institution parents of students 
provide feedback in the performance 
appraisal. 
1.6 .8 0 00 5 4.6 3 2.8 39 36.1 57 52.8 104 96.3 
•Responses were made on a 5-point rating scale, with I = Strongly Disagree and 5 = Strongly Agree. 
Table J5. Perceptions of Hall Directors (n = 358) About Performance Appraisal Practices at their Institutions 
Standard 
Statement Mean* Deviation Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Total 
n % n % n % n % n % n % 
At my institution performance appraisal 4.1 .9 III 31.0 184 51.4 30 8.4 13 3.6 7 2.0 345 96.4 
practice includes formal input from 
supervisors. 
Al my institution performance appraisal 4.0 .8 83 23.2 191 53.4 54 15.1 15 4.2 2 0.6 345 96.4 
practice includes informal input from 
supervisors. 
At my institution performance appraisal 4.0 .8 72 20.1 219 61.2 30 8.4 20 5.6 5 1.4 346 96.7 
practice includes the opportunity to 
verbally comment on the feedback. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.9 .8 67 18.7 223 62.3 36 10.1 20 5.6 5 1.4 351 98.0 
practice identifies areas needing 
improvement. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.9 .8 65 18.2 224 62.5 37 10.3 17 4.8 8 2.2 351 98.0 
practice identifies areas of strength. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.8 1.0 72 20.1 178 49.7 60 16.8 28 7.8 10 2.8 348 97.2 
practice includes identifying personal 
and professional goals. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.7 1.0 63 17.6 189 52 8 46 12.9 36 10.1 13 3.6 347 96.9 
practice includes effective verbal 
feedback. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.7 1.0 50 14.0 216 60 2 35 9.8 26 7.3 20 5.6 347 96.9 
practice is structured. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.7 1.1 87 24.3 150 42.0 47 13.1 47 13.1 14 3.9 345 96.4 
practice includes self-assessment by 
the hall director. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.7 1.1 75 21.0 167 46.6 41 11.5 45 12.6 18 5.0 346 96.7 
practice includes formal input from 
individuals supervised. 
my institution perfom 
practice is based on t 
position description. 
At rmance appraisal 3.7 1.0 55 15.4 179 50.0 70 19.6 30 8.4 13 3.6 347 96.9 
he hall director 
Table JS. (continued) 
Standard 
Statement Mean* Deviation Strongly Agree 
n •/. 
Al my institution performance appraisal 3.7 1.0 59 16.5 
practice includes all areas of 
responsibility. 
At my institution individuals who 3.6 .9 38 10.6 
conduct the appraisal process are 
honest in their feedback. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.6 1.0 41 11.5 
practice includes identification of 
strategies to improve performance. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.6 1.0 55 15.4 
practice includes effective written 
feedback. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.6 1.0 46 12.9 
practice includes the opportunity to 
re-visit the feedback provided. 
Al my institution performance appraisal 3.6 1.0 51 14.3 
practice is summative, i.e. a capstone 
activity thai describes performance 
over a fixed period of lime. 
Al my inslitulion performance appraisal 3.6 1.0 38 10.6 
practice is based on expectations 
communicated when the position was 
assumed. 
Al my institution performance appraisal 3.6 1.0 47 13.1 
practice includes the opportunity to 
comment in writing on the feedback. 
Al my institution performance appraisal 3.6 1.0 48 13.4 
practice identifies professional 
growth goals. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.5 I I 61 17.0 
practice includes multiple 
observations of hall director 
performance by the evalualor. 
Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 
181 50.6 59 16.5 30 8.4 18 5.0 347 96.9 
192 53.6 84 23.5 28 7.8 9 2.5 351 98.0 
195 54.5 64 17.9 31 8.7 15 4.2 346 96.7 
180 50.3 51 14.2 46 12.9 15 4.2 347 96.9 
176 49.1 78 21.8 34 9.5 12 3.4 346 96.7 
174 48.5 70 19.6 35 9.8 15 4.2 345 96.4 
189 52.8 75 21.0 26 7.3 18 5.0 346 96.7 
173 48.3 71 19.8 45 12.6 II 3.1 347 96.9 
175 48.9 73 20.4 38 10.6 18 5.0 352 98.3 
161 44.9 54 15.1 50 14.0 22 6.2 348 97.2 
Table J5. (continued) 
Standard 
Slalemenl Mean* Deviation Strongly Agree 
n •/. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.5 1.0 33 9.2 
practice includes specific, behavioral 
feedback. 
Al my institution performance appraisal 3.5 I.I 53 14.8 
practice includes informal input from 
individuals supervised. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.4 1.0 31 8.7 
practice uses an accurate hall director 
position description. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.4 1.2 56 15.6 
practice includes information from 
multiple sources. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.4 I.I 40 11.2 
practice occurs at regular, expected 
intervals. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.4 1.2 41 11.5 
practice is consistent. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.3 I I 33 9.2 
practice includes the identification of 
resources to improve performance. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.3 1.0 31 8.7 
practice is tied to institutional goals. 
At my institution sufficient lime is given 3.3 I 0 20 5.6 
to performance appraisal. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.3 1.0 21 5.9 
practice accurately describes hall 
director performance. 
my institution perform! 
practice incorporates I 
organizational mission. 
At f r ance appraisal 3.3 1.0 23 6.4 
fulfilling the 
Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 
163 45.5 93 26.0 46 12.9 12 3.4 347 96.9 
151 42.3 58 16 2 66 18.4 18 5.0 346 96.7 
170 47 4 91 25.4 42 11.7 17 4.8 351 98.0 
147 41.1 58 16.2 64 17.9 23 6.4 348 97.2 
166 46.3 61 17.0 54 15.1 30 8.4 351 98.0 
156 43.5 64 17.9 54 15.1 32 8.9 347 96.9 
152 42.5 82 22.9 59 16 5 21 5.9 347 969 
141 39.3 104 29.0 55 15.4 16 4.5 347 96.9 
165 46.1 94 26.3 43 12.0 29 8.1 351 98.0 
159 44 3 96 26 8 54 15.1 22 6.2 352 98.3 
131 36.6 128 35.8 53 14.8 16 4.5 351 98.0 
Table JS. (continued) 
Standard 
Statement Mean* Deviation Strongly Agree 
n % 
Al my institution performance appraisal 3.3 1.0 21 5.9 
practice emphasizes the relative 
importance of different hall director 
responsibilities. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.2 I.I 38 10.6 
practice is a continuous ongoing 
process. 
Al my institution the evaluation 3.2 .9 16 4 5 
information is collected through 
prescriptive processes. 
Al my institution performance appraisal 3.2 1.0 17 4.8 
practice affects decisions regarding 
work assignments. 
Al my institution performance appraisal 3.1 1.0 19 5.3 
practice builds on previous appraisal 
feedback. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.1 1.2 45 12.6 
practice affects salary decisions. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.1 I.I 30 8.4 
practice is formative, i.e. used in 
professional development and 
ongoing training decisions. 
At my institution performance appraisal 3.0 1.1 26 7.3 
practice affects internal promotion 
decisions. 
At my institution hall directors are given 3.0 1.2 29 8.1 
the appraisal criteria at the beginning 
of the appraisal period. 
At my institution hall directors who are 3.0 I.I 20 5.6 
new to the position receive timely 
appraisals. 
Al my institution opportunities for 3.0 1.1 18 5.0 
advancement are based on 
performance appraisals. 
Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 
157 43.8 90 25.1 58 16.2 25 7.0 351 98.0 
132 37.0 71 19.8 81 22.6 24 6.7 346 96.7 
122 34 I 143 39.9 48 13.4 21 5.9 350 97.8 
128 35.7 120 33.5 67 18.7 19 5.3 351 98.0 
122 34 I 122 34.1 60 16.7 26 7.3 349 97.5 
108 30.1 93 25.9 55 15.4 50 14.0 351 98.0 
103 28.7 95 26.5 84 23.5 30 8.4 342 95.5 
89 24.9 130 36.3 71 19.8 32 8.9 348 97.2 
116 32.4 77 21.5 89 24.9 39 10.9 350 97.8 
127 35.4 76 21.2 93 26.0 36 10.1 352 98.3 
93 26.0 132 36.9 66 18.4 40 11.2 349 97.5 
Table J 5. (continued) 
Standard 
Statement Mean' Deviation Strongly Agree 
n % 
At my institution hall directors arc 2.9 I.I 14 3.9 
sufficiently oriented to the appraisal 
process. 
At my institution the reward system is 2.9 I.I 26 7.3 
tied to the performance appraisal. 
Al my institutionevaluatorsof 2.8 I.I 12 3.4 
performance have consistent 
standards. 
At my institution performance appraisal 2.8 I.I 12 3.4 
practice includes informal input from 
peers. 
At my institution evaluators of 2.8 1.0 6 1.7 
performance are trained in appraisal 
processes. 
At my institution performance appraisal 2.7 1.0 13 3.6 
practice occurs when it best benefits 
the hall director. 
At my institution performance appraisal 2.7 I.I II 3.1 
practice includes informal input from 
residents. 
At my institution performance appraisal 2.7 I.I 16 4.5 
practice includes informal input from 
student groups advised. 
At my institution hall directors have 2.7 I.I 15 4.2 
sufficient input in the development 
of the appraisal process. 
At my institution performance appraisal 2.6 1.2 23 6.4 
practice includes formal input from 
student groups advised. 
Al my institution performance appraisal 2.6 I .I 5 1.4 
practice includes informal input from 
student leaders. 
Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 
124 34.6 86 24.0 84 23.5 44 12.3 352 98.3 
88 24.6 108 30.1 89 24.8 41 11.5 352 98.3 
89 24.9 117 32.5 89 24.9 45 12.6 352 98.3 
107 29.9 75 21.0 107 29.9 46 12.9 347 96.9 
79 22.1 133 37.2 101 28.2 33 9.2 352 98.3 
65 18 2 124 34 6 114 31.8 36 10.1 352 98.3 
95 26 5 66 18.4 119 33.3 56 15.6 347 96.9 
74 20.7 87 24 3 117 32.7 53 14.8 347 96.9 
66 184 108 30.2 106 29.6 56 15.6 351 98.0 
67 18.7 74 20.7 113 31.6 70 19.6 347 96.9 
84 23.5 77 21.5 128 35.8 54 15.1 348 97.2 
Table JS. (continued) 
Statement Mean' 
Standard 
Deviation Strongly Agree 











At my institution written feedback is 
provided prior to the performance 
appraisal discussion. 
2.6 1.1 II 3.1 76 21.2 69 19.3 145 40.5 50 14.0 351 98.0 
At my institution hall directors impact 
who provides input in the 
performance appraisal. 
2.6 I.I 13 3.6 57 15.9 96 26.8 131 36.6 54 15.1 351 98.0 
At my institution the hall director is 
effectively involved in the 
development of the performance 
appraisal practices. 
2.5 II 10 2.8 59 16.5 99 27.7 123 34.3 59 16.5 350 97.8 
At my institution performance appraisal 
practice includes formal input from 
residents. 
2.5 1.2 15 4.2 82 22.9 49 13.7 132 36.8 69 19.3 347 96.9 
At my institution performance appraisal 
practice includes informal input from 
maintenance staff. 
2.5 I.I 6 1.7 68 19 0 78 21 8 125 34 9 68 19.0 345 96.4 
At my institution performance appraisal 
practice includes formal input from 
student leaders. 
2.4 I.I II 3.1 61 17.0 65 18.2 142 39.6 69 19.3 348 97.2 
At my institution performance appraisal 
praclicc includes formal input from 
peers. 
2.4 II 12 3.4 53 14.8 57 15.9 151 42.2 73 20.4 346 96.7 
At my institution performance appraisal 
practice includes formal input from 
maintenance staff. 
2.3 I.I 13 3.6 39 10.9 70 19.6 135 37.7 89 24.9 346 96.7 
At my institution parents of students 
provide feedback in the performance 
appraisal. 
1.7 .9 3 0.8 15 4.2 15 11.7 120 33.5 171 47.8 351 98.0 
"Responses were made on a 5-point scale with I = Strongly Disagree and 5 - Strongly Agree. 
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Table J6. Frequency and Percent of Supervisors Conducting a Hall Director Performance 
Appraisal at Their Current Institution (n = 108) 
Conducting a 
Performance Appraisal n % 
Yes 96 88.9 
No 11 10.2 
Total 107 99.1 
Note: All categories may not equal to 100% due to missing data 
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Table J7. Frequency and Percent of Hall Directors Receiving a Performance Appraisal at 
Their Current Institution (n = 358) 
Receipt of Performance 
Appraisal n % 
Yes 282 78.7 
No 70 19.6 
Total 352 98.3 
Note: All categories may not equal to 100% due to missing data 
Table J8. Institutional Performance Appraisal Practices Reported by Hall Directors (n = 358) 
Item Yes No Don't Know Total 
n % n % n % n % 
The housing/residence life department 323 90.2 11 3.1 24 6.7 358 100.0 
requires performance appraisals. 
The institution's human resource 216 60.3 13 3.6 129 36.0 358 100.0 
department requires performance 
appraisals. 
The housing/residence life department 227 63.4 44 12.3 87 24.3 358 100.0 
develops the performance appraisal 
process. 
The institution's human resources 102 28.5 78 21.8 178 49.7 358 100.0 
department develops the appraisal 
process. 
The University sanctions/approves the 142 39.7 22 6.1 194 54.2 358 100.0 
appraisal process. 
The housing/residence life department 195 54.5 16 4.5 147 41.0 358 100.0 
sanctions/approves the appraisal 
process. 
The supervisons) of hall director's 182 50.8 38 10.6 138 38.6 358 100.0 
sanctions/approves the appraisal 
process. 
The hall director performance appraisal is 320 89.4 9 2.5 29 8.1 358 100.0 
conducted by the hall director's 
supervisor. 
Table J9. Institutional Performance Appraisal Practices Reported by Hall Director Supervisors (n = 108) 
Item Yes No Don't Know Total 
n % n % n % n % 
The housing/residence life department 102 94.4 5 4.6 1 0.9 108 100.0 
requires performance appraisals. 
The institution's human resource 96 88.9 5 4.6 7 6.5 108 100.0 
department requires performance 
appraisals. 
The housing/residence life department 76 70.4 28 25.9 4 3.7 108 100.0 
develops the performance appraisal 
process. 
The institution's human resources 58 53.7 44 40.7 6 5.6 108 100.0 
department develops the appraisal 
process. 
The University sanctions/approves the 70 64.8 20 18.5 18 16.7 108 100.0 
appraisal process. 
The housing/residence life department 82 75.9 15 13.9 II 10.2 108 100.0 
sanctions/approves the appraisal 
process. 
The supervisor^) of ha|| director's 73 67.6 30 27.8 5 4.6 108 100.0 
sanctions/approves the appraisal 
process. 
The hall director performance appraisal is 103 95.4 4 3.7 1 0.9 108 100.0 
conducted by the hall director's 
supervisor. 
Table J10. Factor Analysis From Rotated Solutions for Hall Directors' (n = 358) and Hall 
Director Supervisors' (n = 108) Importance Ratings for Competencies of Hall 
Directors 

















Ability to take initiative .747 .177 
Ability to work independently .712 .026 
Ability to be assertive .706 .173 
Ability to manage time .662 .055 
Ability to problem solve .654 .112 
Ability to deal with frustration .523 044 
appropriately 
Ability to be flexible .500 .120 
Ability to multi-task .465 075 
Ability to embrace change .461 .342 
Understanding learning theory .04 .696 
Understanding assessment practices .049 .676 
Understanding higher education trends .043 .636 
and issues 
Ability to work collaboratively with .204 .588 
faculty and other professionals 
Understanding the value of life long .230 .525 
learning 
Ability to advocate for students .138 .511 
Ability to budget .155 .509 
Ability to understand and work with .192 .462 
political dynamics 
Understanding personal leadership .146 .445 
style 
Ability to build teams .076 .128 
Ability to select staff .122 .188 
Ability to motivate others .344 .225 
Ability to supervise .062 -.066 
Ability to train staff .157 .316 
Ability to build trust .423 .158 
Ability to evaluate personnel .085 .425 
Knowledge of community .096 .012 
development 
Knowledge of leadership development . 122 .244 
Knowledge of student development -.035 .433 
theory 
Knowledge of group goal setting .081 .255 
practices 
Knowledge of crisis intervention .058 .013 
practice 
Ability to provide basic counseling .049 .131 
Ability to mediate .217 .133 





















































































































































































































































Table J10. (continued) 

















Knowledge of signs of drug and 
alcohol use/abuse 
.058 .222 .091 .210 .627 
Understanding gender issues .028 .319 .174 .151 .068 
Understanding diverse populations .05 .270 .165 .175 .093 
Understanding ethical practices .151 .093 .066 .222 .034 
Ability to maintain healthy balance .427 .200 -.028 -.028 .207 
Understanding customer service 
practices (and knowing when and 
when not to use it) 
.177 .154 .245 .048 .185 
Understanding organizational 
dynamics 
.105 .362 .206 .163 .023 
Understanding basic legal issues .081 .315 .084 079 .115 
Understanding facilities management .138 .439 .170 -.095 .210 
Ability to understand the big picture .330 .298 .400 .131 -.025 
Ability to effectively communicate 
verbally 
.363 .126 .124 .079 .140 
Ability to effectively communicate in 
writing 
.308 .305 -.017 .05 .127 
Ability to implement educational 
discipline 
.094 .233 .283 .119 .222 
Ability to consult with others .383 .100 .262 .108 .127 
Ability to facilitate groups .367 .104 .234 .198 .089 













.156 .154 .133 -.075 
.687 .189 .172 .063 
.621 .045 .147 .044 
.488 .376 .323 .014 
.471 
-.065 -.061 .108 
.101 .616 .126 .116 
.199 .573 .035 .121 
.234 .570 .206 .026 
.103 .513 O i l  .027 
-.134 .419 .024 
- 156 
.126 .054 .703 -064 
.016 .143 .652 .086 
.127 .148 .471 .152 
.158 .141 .416 .125 
.078 .118 142 .598 
.073 .10 .078 .524 
Table Jll. Factor Analysis From Rotated Solutions for Hall Directors' (n = 358) and Hall 
Director Supervisors' (n = 108) Importance Ratings for Performance Appraisal 
Practices of Hall Directors 
Statement Factor 1 
Communication 
Exchange 
Identifies areas of strength .741 
Identifies areas needing improvement .740 
Formal input from supervisors .688 
Is summative, i.e. a capstone activity that .653 
describes performance over a fixed 
period of time 
Is structured .601 
Information from multiple sources .556 
The opportunity to verbally comment on the .533 
feedback 
Occurs at regular, expected intervals .526 
Multiple observations of hall director .491 
performance by the evaluator 
Is consistent .472 
The evaluation information is collected .454 
through prescriptive processes 
Is a continuous ongoing process .400 
Formal input from student leaders .095 
Formal input from student groups advised .098 
Informal input from student leaders .026 
Informal input from student groups advised .037 
Formal input from residents -.057 
Informal input from residents -.024 
Informal input from maintenance staff .039 
Formal input from peers .102 
Uses an accurate hall director position .251 
description 
Is based on the hall director position .348 
description 
Is based on expectations communicated .344 
when the position was assumed 
Emphasizes the relative importance of .160 
different hall director responsibilities 
All areas of responsibility .212 
Accurately describes hall director .343 
performance 
Identification of strategies to improve .292 
performance 
The identification of resources to improve . 163 
performance 
Effective verbal feedback .391 
Specific, behavioral feedback .370 
Identifying personal and professional goals .243 
The opportunity to re-visit the feedback .299 
provided 
Effective written feedback .471 
The opportunity to comment in writing on .291 
the feedback 
The hall director is effectively involved in III 
the development of the performance 
appraisal practices 
Hall directors have sufficient input in the .098 
development of the appraisal process 
Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 
Performance Position and Developmental 
Feedback Responsibilities Strategies 
-.023 .169 .201 
-.074 .202 .210 
.031 .135 .128 
.016 .237 .174 
.066 .406 .200 
.399 .100 .197 
.049 .188 .332 
.084 .233 .087 
.132 .197 .381 
.068 .449 .228 
.200 .253 .128 
.209 312 367 
.792 -.024 -.007 
.790 .038 .072 
.714 .056 .115 
.698 .109 .143 
.670 .085 .071 
.593 .114 227 
.567 .121 .138 
.498 -.045 .016 
.02 .737 .156 
.063 .715 .075 
.062 .681 .236 
.03 .599 .234 
.136 .585 .367 
.106 .485 .296 
.053 .174 .774 
.172 .135 .724 
.044 .268 .603 
.165 .185 .597 
.079 .351 .519 
.221 .208 .482 
.072 .242 .479 
.248 .05 .400 
.124 .088 .057 



































































































































































































Table J11. (continued) 
Statement Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 
Communication Performance Position and Developmental 
Exchange Feedback Responsibilities Strategies 
Hall directors are given the appraisal .164 .012 .335 .101 
criteria at the beginning of the appraisal 
period 
Hall directors arc sufficiently oriented to the .288 .150 .271 .208 
appraisal process 
Hall directors who are new to the position .254 .096 .280 .098 
receive timely appraisals 
Hall directors impact who provides input in .148 .180 .077 .197 
the performance appraisal 
Written feedback is provided prior to the .107 .115 .03 .174 
performance appraisal discussion 
Sufficient time is given to performance .393 .026 .216 .188 
appraisal 
Affects salary decisions .091 -.054 -.021 .034 
Opportunities for advancement arc based on -.056 .128 .085 .133 
performance appraisals 
The reward system is tied to the .084 -.03 .07 -.136 
performance appraisal 
Affects internal promotion decisions .077 .118 I I I  .157 
Affects decisions regarding work .199 .253 .056 .116 
assignments 
Evaluators of performance have consistent .08 .098 .214 .162 
standards 
Evaluators of performance arc trained in .09 .166 .220 .174 
appraisal processes 
Individuals who conduct the appraisal .315 -.041 .221 .177 
process are honest in their feedback 
Is tied to institutional goals .180 .249 .436 .145 
Incorporates fulfilling the organizational 316 .202 .419 .103 
mission 
Occurs when it best benefits the hall .09 .105 .123 .119 
director 
Identifies professional growth goals .456 07 .239 .368 
Parents of students provide feedback in the -.191 .265 -.135 .083 
performance appraisal 
Is formative, i.e. used in professional .327 .207 .280 .340 
development and ongoing training 
decisions 
Builds on previous appraisal feedback .327 .102 .293 .265 
Informal input from individuals supervised .146 .301 .102 .068 
Informal input from supervisors .440 .042 .005 .133 
Formal input from individuals supervised .290 .381 .106 .097 
















.629 .094 .04 .088 .025 
.627 .113 .226 .02 -.033 
.468 .068 .1 .118 .079 
.424 .110 .227 .358 -011 
.423 .120 .194 337 .150 
J94 .230 .298 .03 031 
.068 .779 -.016 .071 .024 
.181 .777 .072 .049 -.016 
.160 .758 .109 -.014 .073 
.002 .743 .024 .079 .035 
.116 .513 .039 .234 .057 
.263 .078 .720 .173 -.01 
.302 .130 .606 .241 -.029 
.071 .042 .588 .061 .189 
.024 .119 .116 .530 .01 
.139 .094 .169 .486 .069 
.352 .088 158 .473 .171 
.144 .095 .106 .467 .014 
.366 .188 093 .398 -.034 
.330 .137 .096 .364 .014 
.197 .1 .140 J63 .099 
.126 .042 -.004 .071 .773 
-.103 .072 .097 .117 .584 
.222 .086 O i l  -.073 .492 
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APPENDIX K. HISTOGRAMS OF MEAN DISTRIBUTION FOR EACH 
COMPETENCY FACTOR 
169 
A-R factor score 1 for analysis 1 
A-R factor score 1 for analysis 1 
Factor 1: Self-Management 
A-R factor score 2 for analysis 1 
A-R factor score 2 for analysis 1 
Factor 2: Strategic Planning 
170 
A-R factor score 3 for analysis 1 
A-R factor score 3 for analysis 1 
Factor 3 : Human Resource Management 
A-R factor score 4 for analysis 1 
60 
A-R factor score 4 for analysis 1 
Factor 4: Student Development 
171 
A-R factor score 5 for analysis 1 
VVVV*» v*> %%%%%% 
A-R factor score 5 for analysis 1 
Factor 5: Counseling and Intervention 
A-R factor score 6 for analysis 1 
601 
A-R factor score 6 for analysis 1 
Factor 6: Global Knowledge and Inclusiveness 
172 
A-R factor score 7 for analysis 1 
VVVVVV* '•* * •*%% 
A-R factor score 7 for analysis 1 
Factor 7: Operations Management 
A-R factor score 8 for analysis 1 
A-R factor score 8 for analysis 1 
Factor 8: Communication 
173 
A-R factor score 9 for analysis 1 
A-R factor score 9 for analysis 1 
Factor 9: Group Processes 
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APPENDIX L. COMPARISON OF HALL DIRECTOR SUPERVISORS' (N=108), HALL 
DIRECTORS' (N=358), AND AGGREGATE IMPORTANCE RATINGS FOR HALL 
DIRECTOR COMPETENCIES 
175 
Comparison of Hall Director Supervisors' (n = 108), Hall Directors' (n = 358), and Aggregate 
Importance Ratings for Hall Director Competencies 
Haïï 
Supervisors Directors Aggregate 
Competency Ordering Ordering Ordering 
Ability to supervise 2 1 1 
Knowledge of crisis intervention 1 2 2 
practice 
Ability to effectively communicate 5 3 3 
verbally 
Ability to manage time 7 4 4 
Ability to problem solve 6 5 5 
Ability to effectively refer for 3 7 6 
counseling 
Ability to multi-task 8 6 7 
Knowledge of community 4 9 8 
development 
Ability to be flexible 16 8 9 
Ability to build trust 9 10 10 
Ability to take initiative 10 12 11 
Ability to deal with frustration 11 14 12 
appropriately 
Ability to mediate 15 13 13 
Ability to work independently 13 15 14 
Understanding diverse populations 14 17 15 
Ability to maintain healthy balance 19 11 16 
Ability to build teams 20 16 17 
Ability to be assertive 17 18 18 
Ability to train staff 23 19 19 
Understanding ethical practices 12 23 20 
Ability to motivate others 27 20 21 
176 
Hall 
Aggregate Supervisors Directors 
Competency Ordering Ordering Ordering 
Ability to facilitate groups 22 21 22 
Ability to embrace change 23 22 21 
Ability to provide basic counseling 24 24 24 
Ability to consult with others 25 18 26 
Ability to understand the big 26 34 25 
picture 
Ability to effectively communicate 27 26 27 
in writing 
Ability to advocate for students 28 28 28 
Knowledge of leadership 29 25 30 
development 
Ability to implement educational 30 29 29 
discipline 
Ability to evaluate personnel 31 30 32 
Knowledge of signs of drug and 32 31 33 
alcohol use/abuse 
Understanding gender issues 33 33 31 
Ability to advise student groups 34 32 34 
Knowledge of group goal setting 35 35 37 
practices 
Ability to select staff 36 39 36 
Understanding personal leadership 37 41 35 
style 
Understanding customer service 38 38 38 
practices (and knowing when 
and when not to use) 











Ability to work collaboratively with 
faculty and other professionals 
40 37 40 
Understanding organizational 
dynamics 
41 42 41 
Understanding basic legal issues 42 44 42 
Knowledge of student development 
theory 
43 36 44 
Ability to understand and work 
with political dynamics 
44 43 43 
Understanding higher education 
trends and issues 
45 46 45 
Ability to budget 46 47 46 
Understanding facilities 
management 
47 45 47 
Understanding learning theory 48 48 49 
Understanding assessment practices 49 49 48 
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APPENDIX M. HISTOGRAMS OF MEAN DISTRIBUTION FOR EACH 
PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL PRACTICE FACTOR 
179 
A-R factor score 1 for analysis 2 
60-, 
A-R factor score 1 for analysis 2 
Factor 1: Communication Exchange 
A-R factor score 2 for analysis 2 
A-R factor score 2 for analysis 2 
Factor 2: Performance Feedback 
180 
A-R factor score 3 for analysis 2 
A-R factor score 3 for analysis 2 
Factor 3: Position Description and Responsibilities 
A-R factor score 4 for analysis 2 
60 
vvvvvvv* v* %%%% 
A-R factor score 4 for analysis 2 
Factor 4: Developmental Strategies 
181 
A-R factor score 5 for analysis 2 
Std. Dev = 1.00 
Mean = 0.00 
N = 396.00 
VVVVV*^ %%%%% 
A-R factor score 5 for analysis 2 
Factor 5: Hall Director Involvement 
A-R factor score 6 for analysis 2 
t "s, 
A-R factor score 6 for analysis 2 
Factor 6: Outcomes and Decisions 
182 
A-R factor score 7 for analysis 2 
60-
Sld. Dev = 1.00 
Mean = 0.00 
0 L — , N  
A-R factor score 7 for analysis 2 
Factor 7: Evaluator Traits 
A-R factor score 8 for analysis 2 
50 
A-R factor score 8 for analysis 2 
Factor 8: Developmental Priorities 
183 
A-R factor score 9 for analysis 2 
50 
A-R factor score 9 for analysis 2 
Factor 9: Direct Report Involvement 
A-R factor score 10 for analysis 2 
60 
A-R factor score 10 for analysis 2 
Factor 10: Miscellaneous 
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A-R factor score 11 for analysis 2 
A-R factor score 11 for analysis 2 
Factor 11 : Miscellaneous 
A-R factor score 12 for analysis 2 
A-R factor score 12 for analysis 2 
Factor 12: Miscellaneous 
185 
A-R factor score 13 for analysis 2 
Std. Dev = 1.00 
Mean = 0.00 
N = 396.00 
t  - 4 , %  
A-R factor score 13 for analysis 2 
Left as Independent Variable 
186 
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